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Wednesday, March 30, 2011. 

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY BUDGET 
WITNESS 

HON. TARA O’TOOLE, M.D., M.P.H., UNDER SECRETARY FOR SCIENCE 
AND TECHNOLOGY DIRECTORATE, DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY 


Opening Statement: Chairman Aderholt 

Mr. Aderholt. The hearing is called to order. This afternoon we 
welcome Under Secretary Tara O’Toole in her second appearance 
before this subcommittee as we examine the President’s fiscal year 
2012 budget to fund the Directorate of Science and Technology. 

A literally young enterprise. Science and Technology was estab- 
lished in 2003 with the new Department of Homeland Security, 
with its primary mission to ensure that the Department of Home- 
land Security, its agencies, and the border homeland security com- 
munity can benefit from the applications of science and technology. 

As it has evolved as a component of the Department, Science and 
Technology has touched on virtually all activities of the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security and has established an organizational 
structure that aligns with them. 

We have had long-standing concerns about whether Science and 
Technology is striking the right balance between long-term basic 
research and targeting near-term research for technologies that are 
ripe for deployment. 

There is no question some DHS research may not have a home 
anywhere else than DHS itself. It may not be a priority for other 
Federal agencies. It may have a long-time horizon or may lack a 
commercial market that could attract private funding. Still, such 
research may have value and should be considered when looking at 
S&T plans. 

However, there seems to be an implicit consensus that Science 
and Technology should concentrate on fielding technology its cus- 
tomers’ need, a view I believe you endorse. Dr. O’Toole. I hope to 
hear today about the concrete impacts Science and Technology can 
point to, particularly for critical missions involving border and 
travel security, biometrics, and infrastructure protection. 

Science and Technology’s approach to technology is to serve as a 
reliable and transparent clearinghouse for private-sector homeland 
security related research. Despite there being specific examples 
where Science and Technology has helped discover or accelerate de- 

( 1 ) 
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velopment, testing, or review of such technology, there remains a 
perception in the private sector that Science and Technology and 
the Department of Homeland Security agencies who procure tech- 
nologies remain difficult to connect with. 

Today I hope you will address this in tangible ways in which the 
Department of Homeland Security and Science and Technology in 
particular are working to attract and be more accessible to private- 
sector initiatives. More than anything. Science and Technology has 
to sell itself to Congress as a good investment and not a place 
where ideas may be generated only to be ignored by front-line oper- 
ators. 

Last month’s House action on H.R. 1 showed that many in Con- 
gress are uninformed about Science and Technology. Science and 
Technology needs more effective outreach about what it does and 
how the multibillion dollar investment in the enterprise is valuable 
to producing results. Until Science and Technology’s role can be 
made more visible and its impact demonstrated more concretely, 
you will likely face challenges from those who are unfamiliar with 
your work and will question the value of funding research and de- 
velopment over other operational programs. 

Dr. O’Toole, we look forward to your testimony this afternoon. I 
know that you have your written record that you will present to 
us shortly, and it will be placed into the record in its entirety. 
Maybe take 5 minutes to summarize it in a few minutes. 

But before we call on you, I would like to recognize Mr. Price, 
who is our ranking member, for his opening remarks as well. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[The information follows:] 
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The Honorable Robert Aderholt 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 

Opening Statement: 

Science and Technology 
Fiscal Year 2012 Budget 

Witness: 

Under Secretary Tara O’Toole 
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Hearing is called to order [ gentle strike of gnvel ] - 

This afternoon we welcome Under Secretary Tara O’Toole in her 
second appearance before this Subcommittee, as we examine the 
President’s fiscal year 2012 budget to fund the Directorate of Science 
and Technology. 

A relatively young enterprise, S&T was established in 2003 with 
the new Department of Homeland Security, with its primary mission to 
ensure that DHS, its agencies, and the broader homeland security 
community can benefit from the application of science and technology. 
As it has evolved as a component of the Department, S&T has touched 
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on virtually all the activities within DHS, and has established an 
organizational structure that aligns with them. 

We have had longstanding concerns about whether S&T is striking 
the right balance between long-term, basic research, and targeting near- 
term research for technologies that are ripe for deployment. There is no 
question some DHS research may not may not have a home anywhere 
else than DHS itself. It may not be a priority for other federal agencies; 
may have a long time horizon; or may lack a commercial market that 
could attract private funding. Still, such research may have value, and 
should be considered when looking at S&T’s plans. 

However, there seems to be an implicit consensus that S&T should 
concentrate on fielding technology its customers need, a view I believe 
you endorse, Dr. O’Toole. I hope to hear today about concrete impacts 
S&T can point to, particularly for critical missions involving border and 
travel security, biometrics, and infrastructure protection. 

S&T’s approach to technology is to serve as a reliable and 
transparent clearing house for private sector homeland security -related 
research. Despite there being specific examples where S&T has helped 
discover or accelerate development, testing, or review of such 
technology, there remains a perception in the private sector that S&T - 
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and the DHS agencies who procure technologies ^ remain difficult to 
connect with. Today, I hope you will address tangible ways in which 
DHS, and S&T in particular, are working to attract and be more 
accessible to private sector initiative. 

More than anything, S&T has to sell itself to Congress as a good 
investment, and not a place where ideas may be generated, only to be 
ignored by front line operators. Last month’s House action on H.R. 1 
showed many in Congress are uninformed about S&T. S&T needs more 
effective outreach about what S&T does, and how the multi-billion 
dollar investment in the enterprise is valuable is producing results. 

Until S&T’s role can be made more visible and its impact 
demonstrated more concretely, you will likely face challenges from 
those who are unfamiliar with your work and will question the value of 
funding R&D over other, operational programs. 

Dr. O’Toole, we look forward to your testimony. As your written 
record will be placed in the record, I ask that you take no more than five 
minutes to summarize it for the Committee. But before you begin, I 
would first like to recognize Mr. Price, our distinguished Ranking 
Member, for his opening remarks. 

### 
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Opening Remarks: Ranking Member Price 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Dr. O’Toole, I am glad to welcome you to the Subcommittee to 
testify once again on the importance of research and development 
initiatives to address gaps in homeland security. Your fiscal year 
2012 budget request totals $1,176 billion, which is 16 percent above 
the fiscal year 2010 enacted level. However, once you factor out the 
$150 million requested for the initial construction of the National 
Bio and Agro-Defense Facility, the funding levels for ongoing re- 
search programs is about the same as what the administration re- 
quested last year. 

Our research and development efforts are critical to making the 
homeland more secure, and it is important that the resources we 
devote to R&D help to anticipate threats, rather than to merely re- 
spond. Time and time again, after a threat or event occurs, numer- 
ous companies come forward offering the solution to the latest 
problem. But really what we should be doing is thinking about 
what threats and vulnerabilities exist before events occur, which 
will permit us to have the technology already on our radar screens 
so that we can rapidly respond. There is an obvious case in point. 
After the Christmas Day bombing attempt, TSA was able to decide 
very quickly to procure advanced imaging technology to look for 
nonmetallic threats on a person because the agency had already 
been testing these systems successfully in limited operational set- 
tings. 

Since you assumed your position, you have looked at S&T’s roles 
and responsibilities with a critical eye. Your predecessor took a 
proactive stance, seeking to ensure that the research S&T under- 
took was relevant to the operational needs of DHS components, and 
I know you have been continuing this hard look. 

As I understand it, you have asked your Directorate to do three 
things: 

First, annually review all basic and applied research and devel- 
opment activities as well as all of your proposed “new start” 
projects to make sure they are still necessary and to make sure we 
are not replicating research done either by other Federal Govern- 
ment entities or by other DHS agencies; 

Secondly, to survey scientific discoveries and inventions relevant 
to existing and emerging homeland security challenges; 

And, third, to more closely align your work with the needs of 
DHS components so that the end product is a technology that the 
agency itself will use in an operational environment. Now, the re- 
sult of this hard look is a proposed reorganization of S&T that seg- 
regates research and development activities into innovation and ac- 
quisition efforts, keeping the university and laboratory programs 
intact. It also means that S&T may be involved beyond the re- 
search and development phase, for example by participating in 
operational testing and piloting of new technologies. Ultimately, 
this may mean — at least as I understand it — that S&T may be 
evaluating fewer concepts but that the ones they do assess are 
more apt to be used every day. 

Today, I look forward to discussing your proposed reorganiza- 
tions so that we can get a better understanding of how S&T will 
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identify and select promising technologies for further development 
and how you can find ways to efficiently leverage existing tech- 
nologies into new uses as rapidly as possible. At the same time, I 
want to explore further some of the proposals in your 2012 budget 
request, including plans for the National Bio and Agro-defense Fa- 
cility, human factors research — exactly where we stand on that — 
and disaster resiliency. 

As we begin to more closely examine your 2012 budget, it is im- 
portant to note that no program is off limits to scrutiny. Our obli- 
gation is to take a balanced, realistic approach, to weigh risks care- 
fully, and to make prudent investments. Dr. O’Toole, I have no 
doubt that you share this point of view; and I look forward to con- 
tinuing to work with you and look forward to your testimony today. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Price. 

Dr. O’Toole, we look forward to your testimony. Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
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Opening Statement by Ranking Member Price 
FY 2012 Budget Hearing for Science and Technology Directorate 
March 30, 201 1 

Dr. O’Toole, I’m glad to welcome you to this Subcommittee to testify once 
again on the importance of research and development initiatives to address gaps in 
homeland security. Your fiscal year 2012 budget request totals $1,176 billion, 
which is 16 percent above the fiscal year 2010 enacted level. However, once you 
factor out the $150 million requested for initial construction of the National Bio 
and Agro-defense Facility, the funding level for ongoing research programs is 
about the same as the Administration requested last year. 

Our research and development efforts are critical to making the homeland 
more secure. And it is important that that the resources we devote to R&D help to 
anticipate threats, rather than merely to respond. Time and again, after a threat or 
event occurs, numerous companies come forward offering the “solution” to the 
latest problem. But really what we should be doing is thinking about what threats 
and vulnerabilities exist before an event occurs, which will permit us to have the 
technology already on our radar screen so that we can rapidly respond. Case in 
point: after the Christmas Day bombing attempt, TSA was able to decide very 
quickly to procure advanced imaging technology to look for non-metallic threats 
on a person because the agency had already been testing these systems successfully 
in limited operational settings. 

Since you assumed your position, you have looked at S&T’s roles and 
responsibilities with a critical eye. Your predecessor took a proactive stance, 
seeking to ensure that the research S&T undertook was relevant to the operational 
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needs of the components within DHS. I know you have been continuing this hard 
look. As I understand it, you have asked your Directorate to: 

• annually review all basic and applied research and development activities as 
well as all of your proposed “new start” projects to make sure they are still 
necessary, and to make sure that we are not replicating research done either 
by other Federal Government entities or by other DHS agencies; 

• survey scientific discoveries and inventions relevant to existing and 
emerging homeland security challenges; and 

• more closely align your work with the needs of DHS components so that the 
end product is a technology that the agency itself will use in an operational 
environment. 

The result of this hard look is a proposed reorganization of S&T that segregates 
research and development activities into innovation and acquisition efforts, while 
keeping the university and laboratory programs intact. It also means that S&T may 
be involved beyond the research and development phase, for example by 
participating in operational testing and piloting of new technologies. Ultimately 
this may mean that S&T may be evaluating fewer concepts but that the ones that 
they do assess are more apt to be used every day. 

Today, I look forward to discussing your proposed reorganization so that we 
can get a better understanding of how S&T will identify and select promising 
technologies for further development, and how you can find ways to efficiently 
leverage existing technologies into new uses as rapidly as possible. At the same 
time, I want to explore further some of the proposals in your 2012 budget request, 
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including plans for the National Bio and Agro-defense Facility, human factors 
research, and disaster resiliency. As we begin to more closely examine your 2012 
budget, it’s important to note that no program is off limits to scrutiny. Our 
obligation is to take a balanced, realistic approach; to weigh risks carefully, and 
make prudent investments. Dr O’Toole, I have no doubt that you share this point 
of view. I look forward to continuing to work with you and look forward to your 
testimony. 
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Opening Remarks: Under Secretary O’Toole 

Dr. O’Toole. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Price. 
I appreciate the opportunity to be before you today and discuss the 
DHS’s Directorate of Science and Technology. Mr. Chairman, we 
spend about 20 percent of our R&D budget on basic research and 
the remainder on more applied development of knowledge, prod- 
ucts, and technology. And, as you say, we cover the entire range 
of DHS’s extraordinary span of missions in terms of supplying 
knowledge, products, scientific expertise, and technology to the 
DHS missions. I recognize that these are tough economic times, as 
you say. Congressman Price, and that we have to be responsible 
stewards of taxpayers’ money and do our work efficiently and cost 
effectively. 

I would like to briefly review some of the initiatives we have 
taken since I became Under Secretary in November of 2009, a few 
of which have already been touched upon. 

The top priority in our strategic plan is to rapidly develop and 
transition our technologies and knowledge products to use in the 
field. This reflects the enormous operational needs of DHS for new 
technology products and for scientific analyses of its work and of 
its options. The best analysis, the most advanced technology in the 
world, is of no use unless it is actually in routine use by someone. 

So moving innovative solutions from the lab bench or the proto- 
type stage into routine use, crossing the so-called “valley of death”, 
is a challenge to all R&D organizations; and for many reasons it 
is particularly so in DHS. We are trying to bridge this gap in sev- 
eral ways. 

First of all, as you said. Congressman Price, we have instituted 
an annual review of our entire basic and applied R&D portfolio, in- 
cluding all “new start” projects. We asked internal and external ex- 
perts to assess each project according to a set of criteria which we 
developed along with our partners in the components, which essen- 
tially gauge impact and feasibility or riskiness of every project. 
This allows us to measure all of our projects against a single 
framework regardless of the topical area of the project and also en- 
ables a more strategic approach to budget decisions. 

We have already used the results of the portfolio review, which 
we have done twice, to concentrate R&D funds on fewer projects to 
improve delivery of capabilities to end users and to reprioritize 
projects to redirect funding to better address the needs of our part- 
ners in the operational components. 

So, for example, the first review identified three programs with 
a similar focus on cargo and container screening. We were allowed 
by this review to combine all three projects into a single project, 
creating synergies and cost savings; and we took that money and 
redirected it. 

We also identified a high-impact explosives division project which 
was aimed at new computer software to improve detection capabili- 
ties of our x-ray and AIT machines. We increased funding of that 
project in order to speed its deployment. And, in fact, there is a 
new software program in use today, or going into use today, in the 
AIT machines which will reduce privacy concerns. 
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Secondly, we have realigned the Directorate’s organizational 
structure, which I think also serves our primary goal of 
transitioning more rapidly to use. I have executed one Federal reor- 
ganization and had no desire to do another one. But I think that 
this realignment actually does serve our strategic purposes. 

First of all, it is in line with the National Academy of Public Ad- 
ministration’s 2009 top recommendation to reduce the number of 
reports to the Under Secretary. We did that, reducing it from 21 
to 10. And, as I said, it directly supports our strategic goals. 

First of all, it is pretty well accepted in R&D circles that innova- 
tion comes from the seams between technical disciplines. So we re- 
combined all of our technical divisions into a single group, which 
is known as HSARPA. This is going to make it a lot easier for our 
biologists and our engineers and our explosive experts and so forth 
to work together collaboratively in multidisciplinary teams, and 
these multi-faceted teams are actually what is required to really 
solve some of the complex problems DHS is facing. We also have 
initiated what we call APEX projects. These are very high-priority, 
high-value, fast-turnaround projects, again using multidisciplinary 
teams, which only go forward if there is a charted agreement be- 
tween myself and the head of the component. These aim to solve 
real, urgent problems that the component head thinks are impor- 
tant. We have one APEX project going on with the Secret Service 
and another beginning with the Customs and Border Protection 
groups. We have also recognized that the special needs of first re- 
sponders and our partners in State and local governments are dif- 
ferent from those of the operating components, and we have estab- 
lished a dedicated office to serve them. This is being headed up by 
a career first responder, a former fire chief of Louden County, who 
also has a Ph.D.; and I think this organization is going to better 
enable us to meet the critical needs of that important set of groups. 

As was mentioned, we are working with the DHS Under Sec- 
retary of Management and the components to leverage S&T’s tech- 
nical skills — again, we are the core group of science and engineer- 
ing expertise in DHS — to improve the front end of the acquisition 
process by helping the components to formulate clear requirements 
stemming from their mission needs. This will enable us to much 
more readily develop technologies that will serve their actual 
needs. 

We are already engaged by statute in the back end of the acqui- 
sition process, the testing and evaluation part of acquiring new 
technologies, but by the time you get to testing and evaluation, if 
you haven’t established appropriate requirements, you may end up 
not getting the technology that you need or it may not work in the 
conditions in which you need to operate, we are also trying to in- 
still a more systems engineering based approach to DHS operations 
in this new Office of Acquisitions and Analysis, and we have a new 
leader for that group who is the former head of acquisitions at 
FAA. 

Another important initiative — and this goes to your comments, 
Mr. Chairman, about the importance of connecting with the com- 
mercial sector and others, including the interagencies — we intend 
to become “best in class” at technology foraging. 
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Now we already do partner with the private sector, with other 
Federal agencies, with universities, and with other governments 
abroad, for that matter, and try to leverage their investments in 
R&D against the needs of DHS. In fact, we won two SBIR awards 
last year for our work. But it is really difficult to know who is 
doing what in the R&D community. 

This is a global community. It is churning out new products all 
the time, and it is difficult to keep up with. What we want to do 
is become best in class at surveying this dynamic and expanding 
world, identifying potential partners, discovering technologies in 
late-stage development which we might adopt or adapt for new 
purposes, new environmental conditions, or new scales. 

This effort, the technology foraging effort, is going to be based in 
the new Office of R&D Partnerships which will serve as an easy- 
to-use portal through which the rest of the world can access S&T. 
We are trying to make it much easier for commercial partners to 
work with S&T. There are a lot of them. There are a lot of poten- 
tial commercial partners. And the small companies, which are often 
the most innovative, have a different series of difficulties working 
with government than do the large integrators; and universities 
have a different set of talents and problems in connecting up with 
government. 

But we are, for example, establishing industry days and other 
ways to make a better connection with the commercial sector as 
well as having established a new partnership with In-Q-Tel. 

In sum, as you said, we are a young agency. I think we have 
much to show for ourselves. Although I agree with you, Mr. Chair- 
man, we have done a bad job of branding S&T products; and we 
hope to do better. I think we are evolving. I think these initiatives 
will make us stronger. 

And I look forward to your questions. 

[The information follows:] 
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U.S. House of Representatives 

Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
Testimony of the Honorable Tara O’Toole, M.D., M.P.H. 
Under Secretary for Science and Technology Directorate 
Department of Homeland Security 
March 30, 2011 


Introduction 

Good afternoon Chairman Aderholt, Congressman Price, and distinguished Members of the 
Subcommittee. It is an honor to appear before you today to report on activities within the 
Department of Homeland Security’s (DUS) Science and Technology Directorate (S&T), and to 
discuss President Obama’s Fiscal Year (FY) 2012 budget request for the Directorate, 

S&T is the main source of scientific expertise and technological research and development for 
DHS, and it provides vital homeland security-related knowledge and technologies to the nation’s 
first responders. Congress created S&T as part of the Homeland Security Act of 2002, with the 
mission to “conduct basic and applied research, development, demonstration, testing and 
evaluation activities relevant to any or all elements of the Department.” S&T also has a statutory 
responsibility to transfer useful technologies and information to state and local governments and 
to the private sector. 

In the past eight years, S&T has undergone many changes and continues to evolve. Because the 
mission of the Department of Homeland Security is extraordinarily broad, S&T’s work must 
address a wide and varied array of programs. These range from technical analyses, to the 
development of new technologies, to the adaptation of existing technologies in support of near- 
term operational needs. Some of S&T’s most important contributions are knowledge products - 
analyses of alternative solutions to complex issues, objective tests of proposed technologies, and 
the creation of consensus standards which enable cost-effective progress across many fields. 

The President’s FY 2012 budget requests $1.2 billion for the DHS S&T Directorate. 1 fully 
recognize that in today’s fiscal environment, S&T must be a responsible steward of taxpayers’ 
dollars and must address critical technological challenges facing the Homeland Security 
Enterprise of today and tomorrow in an efficient and cost-effective manner. The budget request 
before you represents investments that are critical to the security of our nation. 

Since 1 became Under Secretary in November 2009, the Directorate has established a process of 
ongoing review of our entire R&D portfolio to ensure that we are investing in technologies that 
will have significantly improve DHS’s efforts to make America secure. We are working closely 
with Component leaders across the Department to identify and solve high-priority problems. One 
way we are doing this is through the establishment an office dedicated to serving First Responder 
needs. This office is led by a former fire chief who reports directly to me. We are also placing 
more emphasis on ensuring that our research and development projects transition to use in the 
field, and we have instituted new approaches to make sure we leverage R&D investments and 
technologies already developed or underway by other federal agencies, universities, and the 
private sector. We have also sought to be innovative in our business practices as well as in our 
scientific endeavors. 
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The Department of Homeland Security cannot fulfill its missions without the creation and 
effective use of technology. The complexity and breadth of available technologies relevant to 
DHS’ purposes, the rapid pace of technological change, and the scale and varied environments 
within which DHS must operate make S&T’s task extremely challenging. Through these 
initiatives, combined with the talent of the S&T staff and the support of Congress, the S&T 
Directorate can meet these challenges to the benefit of the Department and the nation. 

S&T Strategic Goals 

Shortly after 1 was confirmed as Under Secretary, S&T instituted an inclusive and 
comprehensive strategic planning process. The key goals derived from this process are described 
below: 

S&T Goal #1 - Rapidly develop and deliver knowledge, analyses, and innovative solutions that 
advance the mission of the Department. 

This first goal is intended to place a strong emphasis on transitioning products to use in the field 
- a goal which is in keeping with the intense operational focus of the Department and the need 
for near-term improvements in operational capabilities, efficiencies and security. Research and 
development efforts are notoriously unpredictable. Research is inherently about discovery - but 
this path is rarely linear or straightforward. By its very nature, R&D takes a long time. The 
usual estimate of the time required for a “new idea” - a novel understanding of how nature 
works - to be translated into effective technologies is about a decade, which is longer than S&T 
has been around. Moreover, transitioning a proven prototype technology into mass production 
and regular use is incredibly difficult. 

To realize the goal of rapidly transitioning our R&D projects to use, S&T has undertaken several 
initiatives which address both the “front end” of technology development (understanding the 
problem, scanning the horizon for possible solutions, and managing the selected R&D effort) and 
the “back end” (testing the prototype against operational requirements, running field pilots, 
acquiring the technology, and training people to use it). Two initiatives aimed at gaining 
improvements in the “front end” of transition efforts are our Portfolio Review and Technology 
Foraging projects. 

Oneoine Review of the R&D Portfolio 

To ensure that individual R&D projects are meeting the goals established by our partners in the 
operating components and the broader homeland security enterprise (HSE), S&T has committed 
to an annual review of our portfolio of basic and applied R&D and all proposed “new start” 
projects. The review process consists of written materials, an oral presentation by the project 
manager, and careful analysis of the project’s likely impact and feasibility (or “riskiness”) as 
judged against specific metrics determined by S&T with input from the operating components. 
These metrics are designed to address elements essential to programmatic success in the context 
of the DHS’s QHSR missions. 

A review panel of S&T leaders, the DHS Component representatives, and technical experts 
evaluates and rates each project. By measuring all of our projects against this framework, we 
will: provide a transparent and “shareable” view of all R&D within S&T; enable more strategic, 
longer-term budget decisions; ensure efficient delivery to the component or end user; and nurture 
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effective communication throughout the process. This particular review model has been used by 
both federal and private R&D organizations, including the prize-winning Army Engineering, 
Research and Development Laboratory. 

Becoming Best-in-Class at Technology Foraeine. Outreach to Private Sector 
Technology foraging refers to a complex process of using scientific periodicals, the internet, and 
other sources to seek out technologies that are already in use or being developed, and adopting 
these technologies for new purposes, new environmental conditions, or at new scales. We plan to 
institutionalize technology foraging best practices to ensure we harvest the best technologies at 
the lowest cost, and in the timeliest manner possible. One example of how S&T has begun 
engaging with the private sector is our new partnership with In-Q-Tel. Through this partnership, 
In-Q-Tel will help S&T rapidly identify near-term technologies to further the DHS mission. In 
addition to rapidly delivering innovative technologies to their government customers, In-Q-Tel 
also supports small businesses that may not normally work with the government. In-Q-Tel 
estimates that following investments via In-Q-Tel, companies have created more than 10,000 
jobs. 

S& T Goal §2 - Leverage S& T’s technical expertise to assist DHS Components ' efforts to 
establish operational requirements, and to select and acquire needed technologies 
S&T serves as the technical core of DHS, whose missions increasingly rely on technology. 

While much of S&T’s work involves the development of new technologies, we also play an 
important role in the Department’s acquisition of existing technologies. 

Test and Evaluation 

When Congress created DHS, it charged S&T with the responsibility for “coordinating and 
integrating all research, development, demonstration, testing, and evaluation activities of the 
Department.” S&T's Test & Evaluation and Standards Division (TSD) develops and implements 
robust Department-wide T&E policies and procedures. As the designated independent oversight 
authority for operational testing within DHS, TSD approves Test and Evaluation Master Plans, 
which describe the necessary tasks that must be conducted in order to determine system technical 
performance and operational effectiveness. This critical role ensures that technologies acquired 
by DHS actually do the job they are intended to do. S&T TSD provides ongoing support for 
approximately 84 DHS major acquisition programs and projects, ensuring each program 
complies with DHS Test and Evaluation Policy. Examples of programs/projects include: TSA 
Advanced Technology 2 (carry-on baggage), CBP SBlnet, and the USCG helicopter MH-60T. 

SuDDortine Departmental Acquisition Requirements and Systems Eneineerine 
S&T has begun working with the DHS Under Secretary for Management to use our collective 
expertise and resources to better address the “front end” of the acquisition cycle, namely, the 
translation of mission needs into testable requirements. A second thrust of this effort is aimed at 
instilling a more cohesive, systems engineering-based approach to DHS components’ use of 
technologies. To focus efforts in this area, S&T has established an Acquisition Support and 
Operations Analysis (ASOA) Group, which provides a full range of coordinated operations 
analysis, systems engineering, test and evaluation, and standards development support to the 
DHS Components. For example, the ASOA group currently is assisting CBP with the 
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Automated Commercial Environment (ACE), Mobile Broadband Modernization Program, and 
the Secure Transit Corridors Program. 

S&T Goal #3 - Strengthen the Homeland Security Enterprise and First Responders’ 
capabilities to protect the homeland and respond to disasters 

In addition to serving the technical needs of the DHS Components, S&T is also committed to 
addressing the needs of the larger HSE - especially first responders - for technologies and 
knowledge based on the best science. The nation’s first responder community incorporates a 
range of organizations, including law enforcement, fire suppression, emergency management, 
search and rescue, emergency medicine and public safety communications. Despite a wide array 
of defined responsibilities, their job descriptions vary based on geography, population, and 
climate. Above all, they are the groups we call upon to tackle unexpected events as they occur in 
real time, and must therefore maintain a wide breadth of expertise, adapt at a moment’s notice, 
and protect citizens’ lives with relatively few resources. Additionally, communication poses 
significant challenges with first responder groups because of varying local, state, and national 
levels of hierarchy. Realizing this, S&T has made serving the homeland security needs of first 
responders a top priority. To this end, we have created an organization dedicated to 
understanding first responders’ operational needs and delivering technologies, knowledge 
products, and services to the first responder community. 

S&T Goal #4 - Conduct, catalyze, and survey scientific discoveries and inventions relevant to 
existing and emerging homeland security challenges 

SuvDortme University Centers of Excellence 

S&T relies upon the University Centers of Excellence (COEs) - a consortium of universities and 
colleges - to tap the expertise and resources of academia to provide critical homeland security 
tools, technologies, training, and talent. The COEs maximize S&T’s investment by working 
closely with academia, industry, the DHS components, and first responders to develop customer- 
driven research solutions. Their collective portfolio is a mix of basic and applied research 
addressing both short- and long-term needs. To better tackle urgent needs, the DHS components 
can directly engage the COEs for specific research. To date, these DHS offices have invested a 
total of $22.6 million in targeted research programs, resulting in over 70 technologies for use 
across the HSE. 

Stewardship of Laboratory Infrastructure for Homeland Security 

S&T maintains five national laboratories with unique homeland security missions. Additionally, 
S&T works closely with other federal laboratories - especially the DOE national labs - and 
international partners to leverage technology innovation and avoid duplication of effort. S&T 
labs perform long-term research and are also capable of rapid operational analyses. 

Agriculture is a critical economic and national security sector, susceptible to both natural disease 
outbreaks and terrorist attacks, and S&T has a leading role in forensic tools and defenses 
necessary to defeat these threats. 


S&T has long recognized the need for and has been actively planning to meet the laboratory- 
facility needs to support comprehensive research programs for the study of foreign animal and 
zoonotic diseases, including detection, diagnosis, and means of mitigation (drugs, vaccines, and 
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genomic forensics).” In FY2012, $150 million is requested to begin construction of the National 
Bio- and Agro-Defense Facility (NBAF), which will serve as a new, state-of-the-art, biosafety 
facility. Work performed at NBAF will lead to the development of vaccines and anti-virals, and 
enhanced diagnostic capabilities for protecting our country from numerous foreign animal and 
emerging diseases. When completed, the building will provide capability to research agents 
which cannot currently be investigated in large animals in the United States. 

S&T Goal #5 - Foster a culture of innovation and learning in S&T and across DHS that 
addresses mission needs with scientific, analytic, and technical rigor. 

Build a Culture of Innovation and Learning 

The development and translation of science and technology from ideas to products requires 
technical competence, creativity, agility, sustained effort and strong teamwork. To maintain a 
high level of success, S&T needs to constantly evolve. We have to approach R&D problems 
from a multidisciplinary and collaborative perspective that can only be achieved by having 
experts from ail fields working at close proximity in an open environment. 

S&T is working to truly achieve an ecosystem of innovation. We encourage collaboration 
through Apex projects that bring together teams of experts from all of our groups to focus on a 
single critical problem highlighted by our DUS partners. S&T is increasing the interaction 
between our program managers and Component operations to better understand operational 
constraints and conditions and deliver cross-cutting products. 

We have recently expanded our access to online scientific journals, which are the lifeblood of 
scientific discourse. And we are reworking offices and collaborative spaces to create a more 
open environment while introducing new technologies that can help us communicate ideas and 
viewpoints. Our staff is highly educated and technical; however, scientists must constantly stay 
in tune with new developments in the field. We are starting new programs at our COEs to 
encourage our employees to pursue advanced degrees, increasing S&T's expertise and 
effectiveness. 

S&T Realignment Emphasizes Cross-S&T Communications and Multidisciplinary 
Teamwork 

The structural realignment of S&T provides the organizational framework needed to implement 
our top strategic goals. The number of direct reports to the Under Secretary was reduced from 
21 to 10, streamlining the chain of command. This structure allows efficient interaction among 
four “Group Leads,” and creates a leadership cadre that spans the extent of S&T’s work. The 
four Groups are: 

• Homeland Security Advanced Research Projects Agency (HSARPA) - HSARPA executes 
S&T’s Research and Development programs, and constitutes a majority of the Directorate’s 
budget. This unites all of the technical divisions and will encourage collaboration across 
divisions, enabling the multi-disciplinary work that is required for today’s R&D. 
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• Homeland Security Enterprise and First Responders Group (FRG) - This office is the 
primary interface with First Responders and other members of the HSE. The office will 
allow S&T to more effectively respond to the different needs, acquisition methods, 
implementation requirements, and management structure of first responders. This group w ill 
put particular focus on improved best practiees, standards for equipment and interoperability, 
and information sharing. 

• Acquisition Support and Operations Analysis Group (ASOA) - The ASOA will leverage 
S&T’s critical mass of technical capability within DHS and will work with the Under 
Secretary for Management to: aid the components in developing high-fidelity, testable 
operational requirements for their acquisitions; aid in executing an analysis of alternatives to 
ensure that the most appropriate technical approach is taken; and partner with the 
components throughout an acquisition so that user needs are translated into real capabilities 
that can be validated upon delivery and deployed without delay. 

• Research and Development Partnerships Group (RDP) - The RDP acts as a critical portal to 
S&T, providing commercial entities with easy access to the information on DHS needs, 
while enabling S&T program managers to make connections across the entire horizon of 
R&D in government, universities, the private sector, and abroad. 

Realignment of the Budget Structure 

Over the past year, S&T has been part of the unprecedented departmental effort to develop and 
implement the Quadrennial Homeland Security Review (QHSR) and the Bottom-Up Review 
(BUR), which established a strategic framework and programmatic structure for homeland 
security missions and goals. In addition to realigning S&T, we realigned our existing projects 
into a budget structure that provides a framework that effectively supports our strategic goals and 
initiatives and aligns with the DHS BUR. This budget structure allows greater transparency into 
S&T R&D work while encouraging multi-disciplinary approaches to solve the diverse problems 
within the homeland security mission. This structure clearly aligns S&T funding to the 
functional missions that we are addressing. 
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Research, Development and Innovation (RD&I) 

RD&I provides state-of-the-art technology and/or solutions to meet the needs of the 
operational components of the Departments and the first responder community. 



FYlO/FYllCR' 

FY12 

Research, Development <& Innovation 

$598.5 

$659.9 

RD&I APEX STORE 

$0.0 

$17.9 

Border Security 

$47.7 

$43.0 

Bioagent Threat Assessment 

$59.5 

$44.3 

Bioagent Detection 

$47.7 

$50.4 

Bioagent Attack Resiliency 

$49.5 

$50.0 

Chemical Threat Assessment 

$13.4 

$10.0 

Chemical Detection 

$20.6 

$16.7 

Chemical Attack Resiliency 

$23.9 

$19.2 

Explosives Threat Assessment 

S14.6 

$21.1 

Explosives Detection 

SI 06.2 

$101.2 

Explosives Attack Resiliency 

$21.6 

$13.0 

Rad/Nuc Detection 

$0.0 

$98.7 

Rad/Nuc Resiliency 

$0.0 

$10.3 

Natural Disaster Threat Assessment 

$0.0 

$2.5 

Natural Disaster Detection 

$0.0 

$1.1 

Natural Disaster Resiliency 

$60.0 

$20.2 

Information Sharing, Analysis, & 



Interoperability 

$35.4 

$23.7 

First Responder Capability 

$27.5 

$25.7 

Cyber Security 

$41.7 

$64.1 

Hostile Behavior Predict and Detect 

$22.7 

$14.6 

Identity Management 

$6.3 

$12.2 


Acquisition and Operations Support 

Provides expert assistance with transition, acquisition, and deployment of technologies, 
and information to DHS components and entities across the Homeland Security 
enterprise. 



FYlO/FYllCR 

FY12 

Acquisition & Operations Support 

1 $65.3 1 

$54.2 

Operations Research & Analysis 

$13.1 

$11.7 

Standards 

$22.2 

$16.5 

T&E 

$8.5 

$6.6 

Safety Act 

$8.9 

$8.9 

Technology Transition Support 

$12.6 

$10.4 


^ FY 10/11 numbers huve been udjusled lo retlect execution in the current budget structure 
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Laboratory Facilities 

The Office of National Laboratories has responsibility to ensure that required 
infrastructure laboratory facilities will support the ongoing Science and Technology 
mission of research and development activities. 



FYlO/FYllCR 

FY12 

Laboratory Facilities 

1 SI50.2 1 

$276.5 

NBAF Design & Construction 

$32.0 

$150.0 

Infrastructure Upgrades 

$5.0 

$18.2 

Laboratory Operations 

$83.2 

$77.4 

NBACC Operations 

$30.0 

$30.9 


University Programs 

Focuses on building the homeland security expertise within the academic community, 
creating strategic partnerships among universities and public agencies, and developing 
the next generation scientific workforce of homeland security experts. 



FYlO/FYllCR 

FY12 

University Programs 

1 $49.4 1 

$36.6 

Centers of Excellence 

$39.4 

$29,9 

Education Programs 

$6.1 

$3.3 

Minority Serving Institutions 

$3.9 

$3.3 


Research, Development, and Innovation Activities 

The S&T Directorate is supporting over 200 projects in its R&D portfolio. These projects 
address all five mission areas described in the 2010 Quadrennial Homeland Security Review, and 
include both late-stage “applied" technology development efforts, and more fundamental 
research. The purpose of these projects is motivated by mission needs and “capability gaps” 
identified by DHS components and first responder representatives. Some current projects are 
long-standing efforts (e.g explosive detection efforts), while others arc just getting underway 
(e.g. bulk currency detection). 

The selection of projects described here is not comprehensive, but is meant to be representative 
of the range and variety of research responsibilities within the Directorate that are supported by 
the FY 2012 budget request. Many of these projects could warrant an extended briefing, which 
we would be happy to provide. In addition to the support to NBAF mentioned above, the FY 
2012 budget request includes funding to support the following projects. 

Mission 1: Preventing Terrorism and Enhancing Security 
Explosives Detection 

Improvised explosive devices (lEDs) and liquid explosives are a significant, emerging threat. 
DHS S&T is working to discover the signatures and methods by which this emerging spectrum 
of threats can be readily identified, 

• Home-made Explosives Characterization - identifying, characterizing, and understanding the 
recipes and effectiveness of home-made explosives. 
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• Algorithm and Analysis of Raw Data - establishing standards and methods to improve threat 
detection accuracy for X-ray and other screening infrastructure. 

• Automated Carry-On Detection Project- developing advanced capabilities to detect 
explosives and concealed weapons. The project plans to transition the initial Integrated 
Checkpoint Framework to the Transportation Security Administration (TSA). The integrated 
framework incorporates standard data fomats, interoperable technologies and remote 
multiplexed screening for an array of threats. 

• Automatic Target Recognition Project- developing and evaluating automated target 
recognition algorithms for Advanced Imaging Technology with the goal of automatic and 
reliable detection of threats on passengers, reducing the need for human interpretation and 
further addressing privacy concerns. This research will guide further enhancements necessary 
to reach full-scale development and deployment by conducting further testing. Additional 
research will improve existing technologies, as well as add the ability to upgrade to the 
currently piloted system. 

• Explosives Trace Detection Project- developing advanced capabilities to detect explosives, 
including lEDs, by developing non-contact portable mass spectroscopy, nuclear resonance 
imaging and nuclear quadripole resonance devices. Beyond better detection capabilities, the 
project will enhance technology for improved operational characteristics such as throughput 
and maintenance. In FY 2012, the project plans to transition to TSA production-ready trace- 
detection systems for airport checkpoint applications. 

• Air Cargo Project - developing the next generation of screening systems to mitigate the 
threat of explosives placed in air cargo containers. The technology is designed to reduce 
reliance on human screeners to detect artfully concealed threats; provide automated 
equipment to screen air cargo to increase throughput; reduce government oversight costs; 
reduce industry costs of complying with air-cargo screening regulations; and provide 
additional layers of security to enhance and verify air cargo supply-chain integrity. 

Preventing and Detecting a Chemical or Biological Terrorist Attack 
Chemical and biological weapons pose a complex set of challenges for the country’s 
preparedness and response posture. DHS S&T is developing an integrated set of prevention and 
detection capabilities to assist first responders, medical and public health professionals and law 
enforcement. 

• Bioterrorism Risk Assessment - providing senior leadership across the interagency with a 
strategic assessment, updated biennially, that integrates the findings from the intelligence and 
law enforcement communities with fundamental threat characterizations to assess the risk 
posed to the homeland of a possible bioterrorist event. 

• Chem/Bio Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) to Support First Responders - delivering a 
new suite of PPE for DHS components and first responders to protect them from chemical 
and biological threats. 

• Integrated Consortium of Laboratory Networks (ICLN) - integrating existing federal and 
state public health lab capacity to deliver the analytical services necessary to enable detection 
and response to a chemical or biological attack. 

• Bioassays, Near Term - developing validated standards for Public Safety Actionable Assays 
(PSAAs) and Public Health Actionable Assays (PHAAs) which enable end-to-end analysis of 
suspicious samples in the field by first responders to confirmatory testing in the CDC 
Laboratory Response Network (LRN). These standards are designed to provide first 


9 



23 


responders with greater confidence that the tools they buy will perform effectively and will 
enable them to make critical decisions. 

• Chemical Forensics - developing sampling and analytical methods to enable agent 
identification and attribution of an attack. 

• National Biodefense Analysis and Countermeasures Center (NBACC) ~ DHS S&T supports 
this laboratory to provide critical biological threat analysis and forensic capability for the 
country through the National Biological Threat Characterization Center, and the National 
Bioforensic Analysis Center, which routinely provides forensic support to FBI investigations 
of bio-crimes. 

• Multi-Application Multiplex Technology Platform Project- developing a multiplex 
technology platform that will allow an end user to screen for multiple pathogens from a 
single sample, and provide a user-friendly concept for multi-agency use and application 
where assay cartridges may be changed, based upon facility- or agency-specific needs. The 
project will ensure that different assay cartridges are validated for use by specific agencies. 

Preventing Agro-terrorism 

An outbreak of Foot and Mouth Disease (FMD), African swine fever. Rinderpest or any one of 
an array of foreign animal diseases would have significant economic impacts from losses in 
livestock production as well as restrictions on trade of susceptible animal species. S&T is 
developing a new FMD vaccine and other tools to effectively manage an outbreak, should one 
occur. 

• The Foreign Animal Disease Vaccines and Diagnostics Project - developing a new molecular 
vaccine for FMD for which conditional licensure is expected by the end of 20! 1. 

• Ag Screening Tools Program (Bioagent Detection) - developing tools to detect foreign 
animal disease threats like FMD, African swine fever, and many others at ports of entry, 
inspection stations, and elsewhere. 

• Decontamination, Disposal and Depopulation Project - will develop animal disease 
emergency response tools and CONOPS to ensure that, in the wake of an animal disease 
outbreak, response activities are handled as rapidly and as humanely as possible. 

Infrastructure Protection 

The volume and diversity of U.S, critical infrastructure requires an equally diverse approach to 
addressing threats in a risk-based fashion. S&T is working across government and industry to 
develop technology solutions to protect the highest priorities. 

• Mass Transit Tunnel Protection - providing solutions to protect underwater tunnels from 
attacks, emphasizing prevention of catastrophic losses. Ongoing collaboration with local 
transit authorities includes the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey who invested $50 
million to implement one such solution developed by S&T. 

• Wide Area Surveillance - developing a high-resolution, 360-degree field-of-view camera 
allowing infrastructure owners to examine multiple objects-of-interest simultaneously. This 
project is currently in operational testing at Boston’s Logan Airport. 

• Recovery Transformer - developing a transportable, modular replacement for electrical 
transformers to restore electrical service in considerably less than the estimated 12-18 months 
required now when transformers fail. The Electric Power Research Institute (EPRi) is an 
equal partner, matching government funding from NPPD, S&T, and DOE. 
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Mission 2: Securing and Managing Our Borders 

S&T is developing technologies to stop criminal and terrorist activity, while supporting the 
legitimate flow of goods and people across our nation’s borders that is essential for our economy. 

• Currency Detection ~ finding effective methods to detect the concealed currency that funds 
cartels and other organizations who smuggle billions of dollars across our borders each year. 

• Tunnel Detection - conducting the underlying science needed to build tools that detect and 
locate clandestine tunnels used as conduits for illegal immigration and smuggling activities. 

• Tunnel Activity Monitoring - piloting new sensor networks to detect the presence of illicit 
activity in city storm water and sewer tunnels and alert officials to help them track and 
apprehend smugglers moving humans or goods under border cities. 

• Small Dark Vessels - developing new sensors and integrated systems to detect and track 
small, self-propelled, semi-submersible boats carrying illegal drugs and other illicit cargo. 

• Port and Coastal Surveillance - adapting the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration’s pre-existing coastal high frequency surface wave radar system to track 
boats along the entire U.S. coastline and integrate that data into USCG’s common operating 
picture. 

• Supply Chain Secure Corridors Pilot Project - enabling U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
to determine the efficacy of the secure locking device, developed by S&T, to collect and 
relay the location and status of the lock and the conveyance doors to which it is attached. 
Tracking the locking device and knowing it was not opened or tampered with during transit 
will assist CBP in understanding the appropriate concepts of operation for different supply 
routes, and provide an immediate operational capability to allow secured cargo to transit the 
United States. 

Mission 3; Enforcing and Administering Our Immigration Laws 
Identity Verification 

DHS processes millions of people each year at ports of entry, border check points and official 
processing centers where verification of identity and familial relationships is key to their 
mission. 

• Rapid DNA Analysis - developing a DNA analyzer that can determine identity and familial 
connections that’s small enough to be easily portable and fast enough to return results in less 
than an hour, at a dramatically reduced cost. S&T will conduct preliminary testing with U.S. 
Citizenship and immigration Services (USCIS) pursuant to current authorities. 

Mission 4; Safeguarding and Securing Cyberspace 
Protecting Internet Usage 

The security of networks is essential to enable trusted transactions and secure infrastructure 
controls. DHS S&T is the principal government agency supporting the development of scientific 
tools to protect civilians and the private sector from cyber attack. S&T provides solutions to 
industry for global distribution. 

• Domain Name Service Security (DNSSEC) - leading the deployment of secure 
communications protocols to ensure that users communicate with the intended and authentic 
internet sites. Major companies in the cyber industry, such as Verisign, Microsoft and 
Comcast have incorporated this standard into their respective products to improve security 
and prevent criminal exploitation. 
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Protecting the Internet Infrastructure 

Internet infrastructures depend on public and private networks, increasing opportunities for 
disruptions or failures. DHS S&T is developing defenses to protect the internet infrastructure 
from attack. 

• Defense Technology Experimental Research (DETER) - providing a DHS-NSF experimental 
research test bed that continues to serve as venue to safely test new software products and 
cyber security countermeasures in a realistic data and network environment. 

Protecting the User 

Security solutions must guard against the unauthorized access to network resources. DHS S&T 
has been very successful in creating tools that protect individual users online. 

• Cyber Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR)- annual Cyber S8IR efforts have resulted 
in several successful technologies with commercial applications, such as a malware detection 
tool developed by a company that has been acquired by McAfee. 

Mission 5: Ensuring Resilience to Disasters 
Critical Infrastructure Resilience 

DHS S&T develops technologies to address the continuum from pre-disaster to response and 
recovery, seeking to maintain critical functions while maximizing effective response, thereby 
shortening recovery periods for critical infrastructure. 

• Resilient Electric Grid - developing cutting-edge superconducting cables so that substations 
can be connected to share power and prevent cascading power effects, partnering with 
ConEdison and American Superconductor, who have contributed ~$6.5 M to date. 

• Process Control Systems - securing the information systems that control the country’s energy 
infrastructure, including the electrical grid and oil and gas refineries and pipelines, to reduce 
vulnerabilities as legacy, stand-alone systems are networked and brought online, 

• Data Integration for Incident Management - delivering middleware and viewer software for 
real-time exchange of emergency management data among multiple jurisdictions and private 
companies operating different software applications with various data formats. One product. 
Virtual USA, allows participating agencies make data available to others as a web feed and 
pull others’ web feeds to display in their own map viewers. In fact, Virtual USA was 
operationally utilized in the Deepwater Horizon response and will be used for the upcoming 
National Level Exercise. 

• Underground Transportation Restoration - response and recovery tools and techniques for 
restoring transportation systems after a chemical or biological attack. This project includes a 
rapid characterization of the event and clearance of the facility and conveyances for public 
use. 

Tools for the First Responder 

First responders are in need of new tools to help them respond to terrorist attacks or natural 
disasters safely and effectively. DHS S&T is developing a suite of new technologies to be 
deployed to the first responder community. 

• Self-Contained Breathing Apparatus - apparatus made from composite materials resulting in 
less weight and more mobility for firefighters and other first responders. 

• Geospatial Location Accountability and Navigation System for Emergency Responders - 
next generation geospatial location system to track first responders inside enclosed areas. 
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• Man Portable Interoperable Tactical Operations Center - delivering an integrated suite of 
commercial-off-the-shelf tools that enhance communications, situational awareness, and 
radio/voice/data interoperability for first responders. 

Resilience to Chemical, Biological, Radiological, and Nuclear (CBRN) Attacks 

Attacks using CBRN weapons pose a unique set of challenges for response and recovery, DHS 

S&T has a set of programs to identify and address these challenges. 

• Chem-Bio Event Characterization - developing a capability for the response community to 
rapidly determine the extent of chemical or biological contamination following an event, 
giving responders the information they need to act appropriately and save lives. 

• Intelligent Personal Radiation Locator - an affordable, pocket-sized, spectroscopic radiation 
locator that detects radiological and nuclear emissions, delineates source type, and locates the 
source. 

• Radiological and Nuclear Response and Recovery - protocols, techniques and technologies 
for responders to address the response to a radiological or nuclear attack. The ability to make 
sound decisions for a coordinated response in the first minutes or hours after an event can 
make an enormous difference in mitigating the overall impact and saving lives. 

Conclusion 

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss the mission, strategy and some representative R&D 
projects being pursued by the DHS S&T Directorate. The President’s FY 2012 Budget request 
reflects a commitment to prudent investment that will allow us to counter the evolving threat and 
build a strong, agile homeland security enterprise capable of meeting the challenges of the future. 
As Congress recognized when it created the S&T Directorate in 2002, DHS’ missions cannot be 
realized without a strong research and development effort. 

S&T strives to provide cutting edge scientific knowledge, technical analysis, and innovative 
technologies to the third largest federal agency, to first responders, and to the HSE. The 
missions and technical needs of homeland security are broad in scope, varied, and constantly 
evolving. To meet the challenges of this mission, S&T must also evolve. I believe that the 
implementation of the strategic plan and our organizational and budget realignment are important 
steps tow'ard effectively and efficiently realizing the technical needs of homeland security. 

Investments in science and technology are vital to the security of the nation. S&T is well 
positioned to capitalize on this, leveraging partnerships with both the private and public R&D 
communities. S&T is fully engaged, both in the US and internationally, including efforts with 
universities, the National Laboratories, and others, and this positions us to take advantage of 
emerging ideas and solutions wherever they arise. 

Thank you for inviting me to appear before you today. ! look forward to answering any questions 
you may have. 
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Mr. Aderholt. Thank you for your testimony. 

We will move now into the questioning portion of the hearing, 
and I will begin with the first question regarding the priorities and 
some of the things that are your priorities there at S&T. Science 
and Technology faces many competing priorities. Yet, because they 
are finite resources, your Directorate and our committee are forced 
to make tough decisions about which areas are most crucial and 
most critical to fund. In this light, please discuss with the com- 
mittee your top research priorities for fiscal year 2012 and what 
you believe are the Department’s biggest capability gaps. 

S&T PRIORITIES 

Dr. O’Toole. That is a tough question to answer, for the reasons 
you state. 

We face a huge need across a broad horizon of missions in DHS. 
I think it is fair to say that top priorities in the Department right 
now include aviation security, cybersecurity, preventing and being 
prepared to respond to an attack using either a biological weapon 
or a nuclear weapon, an IND, for example. Or now we are also, of 
course, with others in the government worried about nuclear acci- 
dents at power plants. And we also have to worry, of course, about 
border security. There are many moving parts under those large 
headings, but I think those are the big priorities. In terms of stand- 
out gaps in R&D, we would love to be able to detect explosives 
without touching anybody, without opening your laptop as you go 
through checkout or the checkpoint or taking off your shoes. That 
is a very difficult scientific problem on which we are making 
progress. 

We would like to know a lot more about signals, observable sig- 
nals of human behavior that would indicate malintent. This goes, 
for example, to the core of suicide bomber detection. 

There is a lot to do in terms of biological defense. S&T’s par- 
ticular bailiwick has been detection. I think we have very persua- 
sive data that show that we need to create the possibility of real- 
time detection of a biological weapon so that, for example, if it were 
discovered in a subway that Anthrax or another pathogen would be 
released we could immediately shut that subway down. Not 10 
minutes later, not an hour later, but immediately. And we are 
striving for that, but we are not there yet. 

Mr. Aderholt. The priorities you mentioned I think are very 
good priorities, but have you aligned those priorities with your 
budget? And how do you measure Science and Technology’s ability 
to address those priorities? 

Dr. O’Toole. Yes. And this is the purpose and the usefulness of 
the portfolio review. 

The criteria that we use in assessing a project include, for exam- 
ple, the impact of a project, a number of different ways of getting 
at the impact, including does a customer want this, is there a tran- 
sition plan, how likely are we to really move this from prototype 
into widespread use. And we also assess feasibility. So somebody 
might have a really wild idea which, if we could bring it to fruition, 
would be terrific, but it is just not going to happen in the next 5 
years, in which case it would score lower. 
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And, again, we use people from the components as well as out- 
side experts to do the scoring. We use those assessments to award 
funding or to take it away. And we have eliminated projects on the 
basis of the portfolio as well, as I said, plussing some up to speed 
transition or because we think this is a high-impact project. 

CYBERSECURITY 

Mr. Aderholt. You mentioned in your opening remarks about 
cybersecurity. The committee applauds the budget’s increased em- 
phasis on cybersecurity, and that is a subject we will actually ad- 
dress in another hearing later this week, but what critical cyberse- 
curity needs does S&T plan to address with additional funding? 

Dr. O’Toole. We are focusing on trying to make the Internet 
more secure for users. So, for example, we have worked on a 
project called DNSSEC, domain name security, which is intended 
to assure that, when you go to a Web site, that is the Web site you 
really hook up with and to, you know, diminish the possibility that 
when you are trying to reach your bank somebody else is diverting 
your messages to their Web site. 

This particular tool has been adopted by many major companies, 
including — incorporated, for example, into Microsoft 7. 

We also have a couple of tools that are intended to increase our 
situational awareness of attacks on the Internet. So, for example, 
we have tools that detect people who are trying to hijack messages 
as they are relayed from one router to the next to their generation, 
as happened, for example, recently when for about 15 minutes all 
Facebook pages were being shunted to China. So those are two ex- 
amples. 

We also have established a test bed for commercial companies to 
come in and try out their own defenses against cyberattacks. Obvi- 
ously, you don’t want to try out attacks and ways to stop them on 
the real Internet, because unforeseen bad things could happen. But 
you have to create a test bed that is large enough to actually mimic 
the Internet. So we have done that, and a lot of companies in the 
private sector have been coming in testing their own vulnerabilities 
as well as their own products. And one such product actually was 
developed by a company that subsequently got bought out by a big 
company. 

Mr. Aderholt. I have got some more questions, but we are going 
to have votes here in a few minutes, so let me go ahead and recog- 
nize Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Madam Secretary, let me 
ask you to help us understand the import of this reordering of the 
Directorate’s agenda. As you said, there has been a fair amount of 
this in the history of the Department, and I know you wouldn’t just 
needlessly undertake another review, so I am sure you have 
thought about this and rationalized it thoroughly. I just want to 
make sure that we understand it and understand the impact of this 
on your budget priorities. I am going to refer you here to your 
printed statement by way, I hope, of bringing out the rationale 
here. 

You have stressed the division of these research priorities into 
two broad categories: Research, development, and innovation, on 
the one hand; acquisition and operations support, on the other 
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hand; and then of course keeping the laboratory facilities and the 
university program components pretty much as they are. And then 
the usual breakdown that we are accustomed to of topics of mis- 
sion-related research is detailed under these headings. 

One big question, I gather you talk a lot about the “valley of 
death” and the need to pay more attention to that area between in- 
novation and deployment. I gather that is one reason for this focus 
on what you call acquisitions and operations support; and yet that 
is an area where your overall budget actually goes down, although 
there is some variation within the subheads under that item. Then 
when you come to the more familiar list for research, development, 
and innovation, there are some striking changes. I know in your 
budget justifications you go into this in more detail, so I am really 
asking you to perhaps help us get the bigger picture here. 

There are some areas that you list as having no funding at 
present that you are wanting to invest in, radiation and nuclear de- 
tection, for example, radiation nuclear resiliency. There is one that 
we really don’t need to have explained, I think, the cybersecurity 
emphasis. I think we all agree that is going to be a matter of in- 
creased emphasis. You have some major reductions here: Natural 
disaster resiliency cut by two-thirds. The hostile behavior pre- 
diction and detection, one component of the human factor’s port- 
folio, goes from $22.7 to $14.6 million and so forth. 

I am not really asking you to get too much into the weeds of 
these individual items. We will have plenty of time to do that. 
What I am asking you is, to what extent are these changes and 
these budget priorities a function of this reordering that you seem 
to put considerable stock in? 

I am not certain I understand the rationale. And so the rationale 
is one thing but also the kind of budget consequences and the rel- 
ative focus on different missionaries, I don’t think we understand 
either. At least we need to understand it more fully. 

R&D FUNDING 

Dr. O’Toole. Okay. Fair question. First of all, I think the drop 
in the Office of Acquisitions and Operational Support is because of 
a one-time cost to the testing and evaluation and standards group 
that came in Fiscal Year 2010 that is not reflected in the current 
budget, but they have not been diminished in any way. 

The R&D funding for particular projects follows the portfolio re- 
view. We are asking for a different structure for our budget lines 
so that we can have a much more transparent layout of the projects 
that we are funding. 

Mr. Price. Let me just interrupt you there. 

You do use that term and, of course, we understand transparency 
is an important value. You are talking here about the ability to 
track and assess our progress, though. I mean, transparency in 
that sense more than the usual sense of transparency to the public 
or accountability in that broader sense? 

Dr. O’Toole. It would be both, and the latter is very important 
in informing the commercial sector as to what we are up to and 
what we are interested in. 

But what we would do is we would put all of our R&D under a 
single budget line; and we would then fund projects, whether it is 
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disaster resilience or biodefense, according to our customers’ needs 
and priorities, which do shift, and our ability to meet them. 

So disaster resiliency, for example, is devoutly desired by all of 
us, especially these days when we are watching Japan struggle 
with its trifecta of disasters. But we do not see many near-term, 
cost-effective ways that S&T can address that right now. 

One of the problems with projects and disaster resiliency, and we 
have developed several good products for disaster resiliency, and I 
will mention one, is that they mostly pertain to the critical infra- 
structure, to improving critical infrastructure. And that lies in pri- 
vate hands. So it is difficult to transition, for example, a device 
that will plug a damaged levee to municipalities that don’t have 
any money to buy it. We invented such a device, and it works as 
far as we can tell, but we are having a hard time transitioning. 

So if transition to use is one of our priorities then those projects 
which lend themselves to transition are more likely to get funded. 
But this would be flexible. The acquisition emphasis is due to the 
fact that we have seen many technology acquisitions in DHS fail 
because they didn’t start out with clear, specific, detailed require- 
ments in the first place; and they would go way down the path of 
acquiring a technology only to find that it wouldn’t work or it 
wouldn’t work in the conditions in which it had to operate. So we 
think we can leverage S&T’s technical expertise much more effec- 
tively if we worked as advisors on the front end when the compo- 
nents are deciding how to translate their mission needs into re- 
quirements for new technology and save DHS a lot of money, a lot 
of grief, and be very successful in getting the Components what 
they need, whoever develops the technology, whether it is S&T or 
the commercial sector or whomever. 

So this is not an expensive proposition, because we are basically 
acting as coaches in the acquisition office. We are not developing 
new technologies. We are not paying laboratories and so on and so 
forth. 

Is that helpful? 

Mr. Price. I think the key word here is support, acquisition and 
operation support, a kind of informing of that process. 

Mr. Aderholt. I want to make sure Mr. Dent gets a question 
here. It is 15 minutes before the vote. 

So to Mr. Dent. 

Mr. Dent. Thanks, Mr. Chairman; and. Madam Secretary, thank 
you for being here. 

In your written testimony, you articulate the need to equip our 
first responders with various tools to manage and execute their re- 
sponsibilities in the midst of a terrorist attack or natural disaster 
or hazards approach. Can you describe the status of each program, 
including the self-contained breathing apparatus, the geospacial lo- 
cation accountability and navigation system for emergency re- 
sponders, and the portable interoperable tactical operations center? 
Is S&T currently piloting each program? And, if so, what is the ex- 
pected date to transition the project from a pilot to a commercially 
available technology? 

Dr. O’Toole. Thank you. Congressman. 
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SELF-CONTAINED BREATHING APPARATUS 

Yes, we are working on all three of those programs. They are ac- 
tually in late stages of development. The self-contained breathing 
apparatus is something first responders have been seeking for dec- 
ades, actually; and what we have developed is a much smaller, 
lighter, more ergonomic self-contained air tank that fits on your 
back. 

Firefighters in particular have had difficulty fitting into tight 
spaces with the old models. This one supplies as much air but 
would be much easier to use, and this spring it is actually going 
into testing with the fire service and in the Chicago Fire Depart- 
ment. 

GEOSPATIAL LOCATION DEVICES 

The second device you mentioned is an effort to develop a kind 
of beeper that would locate firefighters in particular when they are 
working in areas that don’t have transponders, so, for example, 
very high-rise buildings in urban settings. We have lost some fire- 
fighters in the past because their colleagues couldn’t get to them 
once they ran into trouble. 

PORTABLE EMERGENCY OPERATIONS CENTER 

And the third is actually a two-part effort that includes a rapidly 
portable emergency operation center that you could literally carry 
to where it is needed and set up very quickly complete with com- 
munications gear and power supplies. 

Mr. Dent. How much funding is associated with those efforts? 
Do you know? 

Dr. O’Toole. I would have to get back to you on that, Mr. Dent. 

Mr. Dent. That is fine. 

[The information follows:] 

Mr. Dent. How much funding is associated with those efforts? Do you know? 

Dr. O’Toole. I would have to get back to you on that, Mr. Dent. 

Mr. Dent. That is fine. 

Response: Funding noted below. 

• Self-Contained Breathing Apparatus 

o FY 2005: $1,793,820 
o FY 2006: $206,208 
o FY 2008: $263,938 
o FY 2009: $233,733 
o FY 2010: $225,000 

• Geospatial Location Accountability and Navigation System 

o FY 2009: $1,950,600 
o FY 2010: $2,960,606 
o FY 2011 (Request): $3,112,757 
o FY 2012 (Request): $3,358,598 

• Portable Interoperable Tactical Operations Center 

o FY 2004: $380,200 
o FY 2005: $730,025 
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RADIATION DETECTORS 

Mr. Dent. And, also, just on the issue of chemical, biological, ra- 
diological, nuclear attacks, what is the status of an intelligent per- 
sonal radiation locator program and who is going to receive those 
pocket-size locators? I know the Japanese and others are pretty 
much purchasing them right now, as you can imagine. Is there any 
consideration for our first responders to get some of those same 
types of devices or equipment? 

Dr. O’Toole. Yes. There have been several generations of radi- 
ation detectors over the years, and I think most fire departments 
and police departments have some version of radiation detectors. 

The project you referred to is in its early stages and is an at- 
tempt to network individuals wearing these devices. So that if you 
were, for example, looking for an improvised nuclear device and 
you had a team of people out walking around, their radiation lev- 
els, the radiation that they were seeing with their devices, would 
be transmitted back to a central source and you could start to tri- 
angulate where a source might be. 

The device you are talking about also is a more sensitive detector 
of certain kinds of radiation like gamma rays and neutrons. We are 
not there yet, but there is no question there has been progress in 
belt-worn radiation devices over the years. 

Mr. Dent. I yield back. 

NATIONAL BIO AND AGRO-DEFENSE FACILITY 

Mr. Aderholt. I am going to ask one brief question, and then 
the remaining time I want to give to Mr. Price. I know he has got 
a few more questions. The rest of mine I can submit for the record, 
since we have a vote on. 

But I do want to ask you about the National Bio and Agro-de- 
fense Facility. And, of course, the request for $150 million for the 
construction indicates that it is a priority for you, but the central 
utility project has been delayed. What is the current project 
timeline? And in your assessment will it be done by 2018? 

Dr. O’Toole. We cannot begin working on the CUP until we ei- 
ther get a fiscal year 2011 budget and permission from Congress 
to proceed with construction or we get permission from Congress 
and Kansas decides that it will spend the remainder of its funds 
on building the CUP, which is unlikely. 

The schedule is probably going to be more impacted by the delay 
in waiting for the risk assessment requested by NAS than by the 
funding for the CUP. So we actually may make it to 2018 or it may 
be delayed by a year at this point. It is very difficult to say. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. Well, let me just follow up on that. I have questions 
I, too, will submit for the record. But, as you know, the National 
Academy of Sciences did take a look at this project; and they came 
up with a rather high figure in terms of the risk of the release of 
the foot-and-mouth disease virus within the next 50 years. 
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Now there are lots of concerns about that study, with some feel- 
ing I think that it exaggerates the risk because it doesn’t consider 
mitigation strategies that will be included in the design and con- 
struction of the lab. But, nonetheless, a reassessment does clearly 
need to occur. You simply cannot have assessment findings out 
there that aren’t effectively dealt with. 

All the versions that we have of the 2011 appropriations bill 
have called for safety and security reassessment, although they 
vary somewhat in the degree in which they make funding contin- 
gent on that assessment. But just abbreviating this here because 
of our time pressure, what further assessment do you believe is 
necessary and on what time schedule. Won’t that need to apply to 
the entire facility, including the central utility plan? I mean, if 
there are going to be problems with respect to the entire facility — 
and we hope and believe there won’t be in the end — wouldn’t you 
want to have the assurances in place before you construct any com- 
ponent, including the utility plant? 

Dr. O’Toole. Well, first of all, for the record, the National Acad- 
emy also, as you know. Congressman, stated very strongly that the 
country needs a facility like this. 

Mr. Price. I don’t think there is any disputing that on this sub- 
committee. That has been our position all along. 

Dr. O’Toole. I appreciate that. 

In building a facility like this, which is fairly complex, we and 
others have done it before. It is actually better to have iterative 
risk assessment, as we were doing, so that you can actually build 
in safeguards as you get closer and closer to a complete design. We 
are, I think, about 35 percent complete in our design at this point, 
and what you want to know as you go forward are what are the 
vulnerabilities that we need to be looking out for. I expect that 
there will be a lot of people going back and looking at earthquake 
vulnerabilities in all kinds of settings in the next few months and 
years. 

So doing iterative risk assessments is not a bad idea if you use 
them to inform your thinking, but it doesn’t make sense to assume 
that you are never going to mitigate anything you turn up as a risk 
as the National Academy did, and you need to do it at the end 
when you have all of your safeguards in place, not just those engi- 
neered protective devices but also your plans and your response 
protocols and so forth. 

Mr. Price. I know we need to go. I am going to ask you to elabo- 
rate that for the record in some detail, and we will work with you 
as to what that answer might entail. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Price. 

Dr. O’Toole, they just called the votes. Looks like we are going 
to be in a series of votes. So, in reference to your schedule and, of 
course, I know the members of the committee, we will adjourn the 
committee. 
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But we will be probably submitting more than usual questions 
for the record because our time was limited here at the committee 
today. But we do thank you for your appearance and we look for- 
ward to hearing your testimony for the record. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you very much. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Robert Aderholt 

Dr. Tara O’Toole, Under Secretary, Science & Technology 
Directorate 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 201 2 Budget Request - S&T 
March 30, 201 1 


Question: Please list those projects which are scheduled to be piloted or move to acquisition 
stage in fiscal year 201 1 and planned for such transition in fiscal year 2012. 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) plans to deliver the following 
projects in FY 201 1 and FY 2012: 

FY 2011 
Apex Projects 

• The Science and Technology Operational Research and Enhancement Program 
(STORE) creates an analytical tool which will allow U.S. Secret Service (USSS) to 
determine the potential use and cost-effectiveness of different technologies in a way 
that enables a smooth translation into USSS acquisition and budgeting process. 
STORE will conduct a full capability analysis, model threat scenarios, determine 
system effectiveness measures and metrics, and conduct trade space analysis to 
deliver an initial capability improvement plan. 

• The Supply Chain Secure Corridors Pilot project will finalize concept of operations 
(CONOPS) between stakeholders for the supply chains to build and test technologies 
and infrastructure. This project demonstrates an Electronic Chain-of-Custody (ECoC) 
device that will enable Customs and Border Protection (CBP) to improve visibility of 
cargo conveyances transiting U.S. land ports-of-entry and understand the different 
concept of operations of different supply routes, which will reduce the risk of 
terrorists and criminals manipulating cargo as it conveys across various transit modes 
in the international supply chain. 

Maritime Border Security' 

• The Small Boat Harbor Surveillance project will build and test a prototype 
technology to track small boats in harbors and port environments for U.S. Coast 
Guard (USCG) and CBP operations. This project will improve situational awareness. 
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Cargo Security 

• The Composite Container project will validate a breach security grid embedded in 
composite container panels. This project develops an International Standards 
Organization (ISO) composite shipping container with embedded security sensors. 

Bioagent Detection 

• The Bioassay - Near Term project developed and transitioned assays for biothreat 
agents to the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) as guided and prioritized by the 
2010 Bioterrorism Risk Assessment (BTRA). This project validates detection assays 
to analyze suspected biothreat samples and inform decisions for public safety and 
public health actions for first responders and public health officials. 

• The Detect-to-Protect Triggers and Confirmers project completed twelve month pilot 
testing of Trigger and Confirmer technologies that will .serve as a demonstration of a 
rapid aerosol detection system in a subway environment and will undergo full test and 
evaluation of the assays and assay chemistry through the Public Safety Actionable 
Assays (PSAA) program for private sector use and through the FSAPE process for 
U.S. Government use. Pilot systems will be designed to detect a credible threat 
release of a biological agent. 

• The Multi-Application Multiplex Technology Platform project will deliver a 
prototype demonstration for a laboratory capability to analyze traditional biological 
and agricultural threat agents as well as upper respiratory infectious agents. This 
project improves standard analysis and procedures so that multiple laboratories can 
provide needed surge capacity and consistent results from screened pathogens during 
major incidents. 

• The Viable Bioparticle Capture project concluded with testing of collectors for their 
ability to maintain viability of pathogens collected as aerosols. The project will 
deliver and transition the prototype to the DHS Office of Health Affairs (OHA) for 
consideration of use. This project responds to a need for a system that will collect 
and characterize biological agents preserve the sample for multiple days this project 
will develop an automated sampler that is compatible with laboratory analysis, sealed 
for safe handling of potential infectious agents, and capable of preserving sample 
viability for multiple days. 

Chemical Detection 

• The Autonomous Rapid Facility Chemical Agent Monitor (ARFCAM) project 
completed test and evaluation and transition to Homeland Security Enterprise 
customer(s) for follow-on operational testing and evaluation (OT&E) to occur at the 
end of FY 2011. This project responds to the need for reliable detection of a broader 
range of chemical vapor agents for improved protection of responders to a chemical 
incident. 
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Chemical Threat Assessment 

• The Chemical Infrastracture Risk Assessment (CIRA) project delivered the first 
Chemical Infrastructure Risk Assessment. This project reduces the risk of using toxic 
chemicals within industry, improves assessment of models describing immediate and 
downstream impacts of disruption, and improves assessment of human toxicity 
estimates. 

Explosives Detection 

• The Advanced Surveillance Systems project conducted a technology demonstration 
on new and evolving advanced surveillance technologies available to DHS 
components. The project enhances situational awareness/alert levels and improves 
operating performance of guard/surveillance personnel in critical infrastructure 
facilities. 

• The Air Cargo project is working towards developing the next generation of 
screening systems to mitigate the threat of explosives placed in air cargo containers. 
This technology works to verify air cargo supply-chain integrity by establishing a 
candidate screener selection test, a cargo on-screen alarm resolution protocol, a trace 
source alarm analysis report, and the mass-spectrometer laboratory assessment report 
to the Transportation Security Administration (TSA). This project assists TSA in 
meeting its mandate for screening 100 percent of cargo placed on passenger aircraft 
by improving screening throughput and reducing costs of screening operations. 

• The Automated Carry-On Detection project is developing advanced capabilities to 
detect explosives and concealed weapons. The project delivered and tested a 
prototype Shoe Scanning Device (SSD) system, capable of detecting explosives 
hidden in shoes worn by passengers as well as incorporating standard data formats, 
interoperable technologies, and remote multiplexed screening for an array of threats. 

• The Explosives Detection Canine Team Program is a project that will deliver another 
set of low-cost, non-hazardous homemade explosives (ilME) canine training aids for 
TSA and other federal agencies. 

• The Checked Baggage Project will deliver a Carbon Nanotube X-Ray source to x-ray 
system developers to enable higher performance in x-ray based screening systems for 
TSA. 

• The Explosives Trace Detection project will deliver prototype swab-based mass 
spectrometry trace-detection systems for checkpoint applications. With lessons 
learned from these initial systems, the technology will be enhanced to detect 
explosives, including improvised explosive devices (lEDs), for improved detection 
capabilities and for improved operational characteristics such as throughput and 
maintenance. 
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• The Underwater Sur\'eillance - Basic Research project performed small scale testing 
of bubble jetting mitigation strategies and completed computational studies of dam 
structural response from existing underwater blast modeling tools. The project 
examines underwater blast events to better define bubble collapse and consider 
mitigation strategies. 

• The Underwater Surveillance - Dams & Tunnels project demonstrated improvements 
in situational awareness and threat indicators/wamings and transitioned underwater 
surveillance technologies to customers. The project detects and deters underwater 
threats, including swimmers, divers, and unmanned underwater vehicle (UUVs) 
through automated monitoring and surveillance technologies. 

CBR Attack Resiliency 

• The Integrated Consortium of Laboratory Networks (ICLN) project plans to transition 
the operational aspects of joint Federal laboratory response framework to the Office 
of Health Affairs in FY12. This project develops a coordinated system of laboratory 
networks that provide timely, high quality, and inlerpretable results for early 
detection and effective consequence management of chemical, biological, and 
radiological contamination events requiring an integrated laboratory response. 

Natural Disaster Resiliency 

• The Levee Strengthening & Damage Mitigation Project transitioned from a “proof-of- 
concept” to an initial operating capability (IOC) for Lake Okeechobee. Florida. The 
project reduces the loss of life and cost of recovery resulting from a breached levee. 

Information Sharing, Analysis <& Interoperability 

• The Internet Protocol (IP) Communications Test and Evaluation project will complete 
the first draft of the next VoIP implementation profile focused on the technology area 
prioritized by practitioners, identify video standard requirements for emergency 
response activities, and publish results and lessons learned from pilots of new 
technologies. 

• The Virtual USA (vUSA) project will be migrated to the DHS Office of the Chief 
Information Officer (OCIO) Enterprise Architecture resulting in an operational 
capability. vUSA is a collaborative effort among S&T, other DHS entities, and State 
and local emergency responders to reduce technology and governance barriers to 
sharing information among the homeland security and emergency responder 
community. 

• The Visual Analytics, Precision Information Environments (VAPIE) project 
developed incident-scale simulation capability and demonstrated the Mid-Atlantic 
Data Sharing Program. The project enables diverse types, sources, and modes of data 
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to be shared, analyzed, and understood in real time through visualization-based 
techniques and technologies. 


Explosives Attack Resiliency 

The Blast Analysis of Complex Structures project delivered a database of structural 
blast loads on urban buildings. The project reduces damage from improvised 
explosive devices (lED) attacks on buildings in large urban centers such as New 
York, Chicago, and Washington, D.C. 

Cyber Security 

• The Cyber Infrastructure and Emerging Threats (DECIDE) project will deliver two 
updated software releases demonstrating secure financial transaction processes, and 
engage financial sector participants through focus groups to ensure the exercise 
capability meets operational requirements. The software will simulate pieces of the 
financial transaction process while running attack scenarios and allow the user to see 
the affect of these attacks and determine possible mitigation actions. 

• The Cyber Security Forensics Project will deliver smart phone acquisition test plans, 
new software, and file sources, including malware software, for the National Software 
Reference Library (NSRL) and for Computer Forensics Tool Testing (CFTT). 
Enhancements to both of these resources will allow law enforcement components and 
agencies to improve collection, analysis and processing of computer evidence 
defensible for use in prosecution. 

• The Internet Measurement Techniques Project will provide transitionable open source 
mapping and analysis tools. The tools identify infrastructure components in the 
greatesit need of protection and the maps will enhance internet monitoring and 
modeling capabilities to identify threats and predict the cascading impacts of various 
damage scenarios. The private sector. Federal agencies, and internet service providers 
will benefit from this improved capability. 

• The Process Control Systems (PCS) Security project will create and deliver sector 
roadmaps and requirements documents, and evaluate current threats based on input 
from customers and key stakeholders. The PCS Security project will improve 
security for process control systems that are used across multiple critical 
infrastructure sectors. 

Hostile Behavior Predict and Detect 

• The Cross-Cultural Validation of Screening of Passengers by Observation Techniques 
(SPOT) Behaviors Project will develop the final report and transition the optimized 
indicators and weights to DllS operational screening commands. This project 
provides empirical validation of existing behavioral indicators employed by DHS’ 
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operational components to screen passengers at air, land, and maritime ports, 
including those indicators contained within TSA’s SPOT training. 

• The Future Attribute Screening Technologies Mobile Module (FAST M2) project will 
implement refinements and conduct a limited user evaluation at a Major League 
Baseball venue that has offered to host FAST testing. This project develops a 
prototype screening facility containing a suite of real-time, non-invasive sensor 
technologies to detect behavior indicative of malintent (the intent or desire to cause 
harm) rapidly, reliably, and remotely. 

• The Hostile Intent Detection-Automated Prototype project will test and evaluate 
multi-cultural intent detection indicators and automated extraction algorithms against 
off-line operational video for adoption by TSA. This project develops real-time, non- 
invasive, and culturally independent, hostile-intent detection prototype video 
extraction algorithms to identify unknown or potential terrorists through an 
interactive process with 75 percent accuracy. 


FY 2012 

Apex Projects 

• The Science and Technology Operational Research and Enhancement Program 
(STORE) project will deliver a prototype protective mission systems and/or 
technology, based on the findings in FY 2011. STORE creates an analytical tool 
which will allow USSS to determine the potential use and cost-effectiveness of 
different technologies in a way that enables a smooth translation into USSS 
acquisition and budgeting processes. 

• The Supply Chain Secure Corridors Pilot project will test and validate the 
technologies, and conduct cargo runs. This project will demonstrate an Electronie 
Chain-of-Custody (ECoC) device that will enable improved visibility of cargo 
conveyances transiting U.S. land ports-of-entry. 

Maritime Border Security 

• The Wide Area Surveillance (WAS) project will deliver a final system report to 
USCG. This project tests, evaluates, and demonstrates a prototype Tethered Aerostat 
Radar Processor (TARP) system for WAS. 

Bioagent Detection 

• The Ag Screening Tools project will initiate transition of Foreign Animal Disease 
(FAD) assays to end users. This project creates the ability to rapidly diagnose 
animals infected with foreign animal disease (FAD) in the event of a mass outbreak in 
livestock. 
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• The Bioassay - Near Term project will develop improved immunologically-based 
antigen and toxin detection assays of the top biothreat agents to be used by the Office 
of Health Affairs (OHA) and the CDC following validation. Also, the project will 
develop and transition nucleic-acid detection assays and signatures for enhanced 
biothreats, for virulence markers, and for nucleic-acid assays that have “eroded” 
(based on updated bioinformatics information and tools). Additional standards 
development and testing will occur to support PSAA and the first response 
community. This project validates detection assays to analyze suspected biothreat 
samples and inform decisions for public safety and public health actions for first 
responders and public health officials. 

• The Detect-to-Protect Triggers and Confirmers will transition the technology through 
commercialization. This project responds to a need for improved biological detection 
capabilities by developing low-cost, bio-aerosol triggers and confirmers to detect 
biological agents within minutes (acting as reliable ‘bio smoke alarms’) for protection 
of high-threat facilities and their occupants. 

• The Very Low Cost Bio Agent Detect project developed a prototype design of 
sensors embedded into a consumer platform. This project decreases cost and 
improves performance of near real-time pathogen detection and characterization by 
eliminating the “consumables” (e.g., buffer, reagents, etc.). 

Bioagent Threat Assessment 

• The Biodefense Net Assessments project will complete the quadrennial net 
assessments and deliver to the National Security Staff, OHA, Policy, and interagency 
partners. This project provides a periodic, senior-level policy net assessment that 
identifies continuing gaps or vulnerabilities in our biodefense posture, and makes 
recommendations for re-balancing and refining investments among the pillars of our 
overall biodefense policy. 

• The System Studies project completes chemical and biological transit requirements 
and CONOPS for underground transit systems. This project conducts experiments to 
measure transport and dispersion of chemical and biological material in and out of a 
subway system and the surrounding urban environment, including experiments to 
determine deposition rates. 

Explosives Detection 

• The Air Cargo project will develop an operational handheld, non-contact trace 
sampling system for break bulk and palletized air cargo screening, perform laboratory 
assessment of handheld trace direct analysis tool for break bulk and palletized air 
cargo screening, develop prototype palletized cargo screening systems (three vendors) 
through preliminary design review phase, and delivery and testing of mass 
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spectrometer explosives trace detectors with non-contact sampling capability for air 
cargo screening. 

• The Explosives Detection Canine Team Program will develop a database of current 
behavior metrics for TSA canines to be delivered to TSA. 

• The Explosives Trace Detection project will deliver a mass spectrometer trace 
detection systems for TSA checkpoint applications. The systems’ will provide TSA 
with advanced capabilities to detect explosives (including HMEs) through improved 
trace sampling and detection technologies. 

• The Next Generation Passenger Cheekpoint Project develops an aviation checkpoint 
system architecture that supports integrating personnel and carry-on screening 
technologies into a combined checkpoint screening system. This effort aims to 
improve threat detection performance, reduce screener workload, decrease false alarm 
rates, and improve passenger experience by providing a seamless, less intrusive 
passenger screening process. In collaboration with TSA. this project investigates 
approaches to combining current and future separate screening technologies and 
systems into a more unified checkpoint security system. In FY 2012, the project 
plans to deliver the first version of an integrated checkpoint framework to TSA 
incorporating standard data formats, interoperability, and remote screening 
capabilities. 

• The Person-Borne Improvised Explosive Devices (PBIED) Detection project will 
develop and assesses prototype(s) for standoff spectroscopic detection applications. 
This capability will provide novel and/or advanced device detection capabilities that 
increase stand-off distances and improve detection metrics, integrate mature imaging 
technologies together with explosives detection technologies. 

Explosives Threat Assessment 

• The Blast/Projectile - Unified Blast Analysis Tool project will prototype a fast- 
running blast analysis tool for tunnels. The project improves modeling capabilities 
and builds fast-running models to enable critical infrastructure owners and operators 
to efficiently analyze vulnerabilities and inform implementation of affordable, yet 
reliable, protective measures, 

• The Cargo and Conveyance Security Program will complete a qualified, next- 
generation Hardened Unit Load Device (HULD) to the TSA for air cargo security. 

The HULD is a blast and fire resistant container that mitigates risk in air cargo 
shipping. 

Bioagent Attack Resiliency 

• The Decontamination, Disposal and Depopulation project (3D) will deliver a report 
containing guidelines and best practices for the development of a logistical 
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infrastructure for handling animal mortalities during an animal disease outbreak 
emergency response. 

Natural Disaster Resiliency 

• The Enhancing Public Response and Community Resilience project will develop a 
computer-based data management system to enable automatic compilation of 2- 1 - 1 
Call Center data and deliver a report identifying resilience goals, baseline conditions, 
performance metrics, and methodologies to guide implementation of resilience 
initiatives at the community level. This project will deliver a feasibility study and 
develop a strategy for a social network analysis system that could be employed in 
disaster preparedness and planning. 

• The Recovery Transformer project will deploy, install, and energize the prototype 
transformer in a host utility’s grid. The project creates a more resilient power grid 
and decrease power-on recovery times. 

• The Resilient Electric Grid project will complete site preparation and begin installing 
the cable for operational test and evaluation. The project develops technologies for 
mitigating and rapid self-healing from damaging fault currents for a more resilient 
electrical grid. 

• The Resilient Tunnel project will conduct full scale testing of the high pressure plug. 
The project reduces the risk to tunnels, their occupants, and connected underground 
infrastructure to mitigate catastrophic tunnel failure. 

Information Sharing, Analysis & Interoperability 

• The Common Operating Picture (COP) Data Fusion Technologies project will 
transition the Real-time evacuation Planning Model (RtePM) to an operational 
support organization, as well as analyze requirements and develop a capability for 
Incident Response Coordination via 3G Networks. The project develops capabilities 
to integrate, analyze, and visualize multiple information sources to address public 
safety practitioner requirements. 

• The Compliance Assessment Program (CAP) will fully incorporate conformance tests 
into the program and begin the transition of the P25 CAP to a fully compliant ISO 

1 7025 laboratory program with lab assessments performed by recognized lab 
accreditation bodies. 

• The Integrated Data Processing and Analysis project will deliver information sharing 
capabilities for law enforcement to include: Multi jurisdictional alerts and 
deconflictions; enhanced data access from field agents through mobile devices; and 
scar, marks and tattoos capture and access. It will also deliver the capability for law 
enforcement to share tribal vehicle and driver information, warrants and license plate 
information. The project improves the ability of law enforcement and other 
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emergency response agencies to protect the American public against terrorism, 
national disasters, and criminal acts. 

• The Visual Analytics, Precision Information Environments (VAPIE) project will 
establish a second National Science Foundation (NSF)-DHS joint program on 
foundations of data and visual analytics. The project enables diverse types, sources, 
and modes of data to be shared, analyzed, and understood in real time through 
visualization-based techniques and technologies. 

• The Wireless Broadband Technology project will document research findings and 
publish recommendations regarding transition to wireless broadband solutions across 
multiple spectrum options to support the first responder communities. 

Explosives Attack Resiliency 

• The Blast Analysis of Complex Structures project will deliver a generic unclassified 
version of the fast-running air blast tool that can be applied to any urban environment. 
The project develops computational tools to quickly calculate structural responses to 
a range of explosives. The project provides methods for blast engineers to calculate 
bla.st loads in dense urban environments and perform calculations to estimate the 
relationship between an overcast sky and blast loads. The project reduces damage 
from lED attacks on buildings in large urban centers such as New York, Chicago, and 
Washington, D.C. 

• The Blast/Projectile - Protective Measures and Design Tools project will provide 
design guidance for protection of bridges and mass transit structures. The project 
enhances protection of the Nation's most critical infrastructure assets from lED 
attacks. 

• The Enhanced Blast Explosives in Urban Canyons project will conduct phase II urban 
blast experiments. The project characterizes the effect of lED events in urban 
canyons, which are city landscapes populated with tall buildings, through blast 
experiments. 

Cyber Security 

• The Cyber Infrastructure & Emerging Threats (DECIDE) project will deliver two 
additional software releases for fixed income markets and investment banking and 
engage financial sector participants to test and evaluate the exercise eapabilities. This 
tool reduces the time and cost of building large-scale distributed exercises and 
ensures a business return on investment for participating in such exercises and solves 
the problem of business coneem for sharing business sensitive information with 
competitors and regulators. 

• The Cyber Security Forensics Project will deliver a universal forensic triage device 
that will aid analysts in the quick investigation and extraction of evidence from 
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computers and other devices captured or involved in an active forensic investigation. 
The project will also deliver a GPS device forensics tool for law enforcement 
providing analysis of mobile GPS devices seized in criminal and terrorist cases for 
use in both lab and field settings. 

• The Internet Measurement Techniques project will provide edge mapping tools that 
give us a better understanding of the infrastructure of the Internet, specifically at the 
end-points or client side. A better understanding is necessary to determine such 
characteristics as a user's IP address to verify the identity of a client to a server. This 
is increasingly important with growing online services such as online banking, but 
also increasingly difficult with private networks extending beyond a public IP address 
using a proxy or Network Address Translation. 

Hostile Behavior Predict and Detect 

• The Community Perceptions of Technology (CPT) Panel project will deliver a web- 
based Community of Practice of researchers, practitioners, and science 
communication experts interested in public opinion research and national security. 
This project brings together representatives of industry, public interest groups, 
community organizations, and citizens with subject-matter experts to understand and 
integrate community perspectives and concerns in the development, deployment, and 
public acceptance of technology. 

• The Violent Intent Modeling and Simulation (VIMS) project will complete a 
summary of alternative methods for validating complex analytic tools for socio- 
behavioral modeling to include initial hypothese.s/approaches for the VIMS project. 
This project will develop tools to assist analysts in determining whether radical 
groups are likely to engage in political violence. 


Question: The FY 2011 request reflects an increase of 44 FTE that is to be offset by a 
reduction in contractor positions as part of your balanced workforce .strategy. Please list the 
positions that will be filled, by office, and their current status - either vacant or filled by 
contract personnel. 


ANSWER: The following positions are planned contractor position conversions: 


Business Operations 

Office 

Position 

Status 

Office of the Chief of Staff 

Financial Resources Analyst 

Recently Converted 

Chief Administrative Office 

Senior Management Analyst 

Contractor Filled 

Chief Administrative Office 

Senior Project Manager 

Contractor Filled 

Acquisitions Branch 

Financial Analyst 

Recently Converted 

Acquisitions Branch 

Financial Analyst 

Recently Converted 

Acquisitions Branch 

Financial Analyst 

Recently Converted 
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Office 

Acquisitions Branch 


















Position 

Financial Analyst 




















Status 

Contractor Filled 
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Question: For the record, please highlight for the Committee the estimated funding for each 
Center of Excellence in fiscal year 2012. For those COEs that are not receiving funding, 
please explain why. 

ANSWER: The FY 201 2 President’s Budget Request includes $3,323,909 for each of the 
following Department of Homeland Security (DFIS) Centers of Excellence (COEs): 

1 . Center of Excellence for Border Security and Immigration 

2. Center of Excellence for Command. Control and Interoperability 

3. Center of Excellence for Explosives Detection, Mitigation, and Response 

4. Center of Excellence for Maritime Island & Extreme/Remote Environmental Security 

5. Coastal Hazards Center of Excellence (formerly named the Center of Excellence for 
Natural Disasters, Coastal Infrastructure and Emergency Management) 

6. Center of Excellence for Risk and Economic Analysis of Terrorism 

7. Center of Excellence for Zoonotic and Animal Disease - CEEZAD and FAZD 

8. Center of Excellence for Food Protection and Defense 

9. Center of Excellence for Study of Terrorism and Behavior 

To provide sufficient funding to maintain the research and education functions at each of 
these COEs, S&T is funding one less COE in FY 201 2. S&T’s priority is to keep its 
commitments to COEs with performance periods extending beyond FY 201 1 . The National 
Transportation Security Center of Excellence (NTSCOE) is at the end of its period of 
performance after FY 20! 1. so it is not funded in the FY 2012 request. This is also true for 
the Center for Preparedness and Catastrophic Event Response, which was funded in fiscal 
years prior to FY 201 1 , so is not counted as an FY 201 1 -funded center. 

Question: What, if any COEs, will re-compete in 201 1 and 2012? How long do you 
anticipate this process will take and when will decisions be reached? Please address each 
competition separately. 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology Directorate’s Office of University Programs 
(OUP) is holding one Center of Excellence (COE) competition in FY 201 1 for a Center of 
Excellence for the Study of Terrorism and Behavior (CSTAB). We anticipate making 
selections for this COE's performers in summer 2011. 

In FY 201 2, OUP plans to initiate a competition for one new or re-competed COE. OUP will 
base this competition on priorities developed through feedback from DHS component 
agencies in a formal requirements process that S&T is conducting in the next six months. 



49 


Question: What pilots and/or demonstrations, across all portfolios, does S&T have 
scheduled for the upcoming year that involve localities? 

Answer: The Science and Technology Dii^torate (S&T) has the following pilots and/or 
demonstrations scheduled for the remainder of the year: 


‘ ■ln» «Oon^o Dwcriptwn ‘t ocal Pftrfrim '4U 


Foot & Mouth 
Disease (FMD) 
Vaccine Field 
Safety Study 

Foreign Animal Disease Countermeasure 
Program (Vaccines & Diagnostics) - S&T and 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) are 
developing the first FMD molecular vacdne 
that does not require use of the Inre vinjs and 
that is safe to manufacture in ttie U.S. 
Demonstration is a SOO-head cattle study 
lasting 21 days in 3 Midwest states to meet 
vaccine licensing requirements. 

USDA Animal and 
Plant Health 
Inspection Service 
(APHIS) 

Juiy- 

September 

2011 

Homeland Se . 
Advanced Research 
Projects Agency 
Agency/Chemical and 
Biological Division 

Detect-to-Protect 

Rapid 

BioDetection 

Detect-to-Protect - Demonstrate several rapid 
bio-detection sensors developed by DHS S&T 
in 3 underground stations in the 
Massachusetts Bay Transportation System (T 
Line), The sensors will operate in the T Line 
for 1 year and connect to a communicatton 
system external to the T Line’s daily 
operations. The tests will determine the 
sensor detection and false alarm performance 
in this demanding operational enwronment. 
Tests might also indude challenging the 
sensors with benign simulants to demonstrate 
end-to-end performance of the networked 
system, 

Massachusetts Bay 
Transportation 
Auftorify , 
Massadiusetts 
Department of 
Public Health , 
Boston BioWatch 
Jurisdiction 

May 201 1 - 
May 2012 

HSARPA/Chemical and 
Biological Division 

Time Recorded 
Ubiquitous Sensor 
Technologies 
(TRUST) 

TRUST System Prototype Operational 
Demonstration - Prototype collection and 
detection system will be installed in a 20' 
shipping container at the Container Security 
Testbed at Transportation Security Laboratory 
(TSL) and operated during a simulated trans- 
ocean transit. While in transit, simulated 
threats will be released to test/demonstrate 
the effectiveness of the orototvoe system. 

TSL in Atlantic 
City, NJ 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 

Safe Container 
(SAFECON) 

Remote Vapor Inspection System (RVIS) 
Prototype Demonstration - Demonstrate the 
RVIS capability to detect an explosive material 
in a 20' International Organization for 
Standardization container in a relevant 
environment. 

TSL in Atlantic City, 
NJ 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 

TUNNEL 

DETECTION 

Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR) Operational 
Demonstration - Prototype GPR system will 
be demonstrated at an actual tunnel location 
to validate the results of modeling and 
simulation efforts. 

To involve Customs 
and Border 
Protection 
(CBP)/Border 
Patrol agents at a 
location TBD on the 
southw/est border 
(AZ or CA) 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 
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SAFECON 

Mobile Detector System (MDS) Demonstration 
- Demonstrate the capability of the MDS to 
detect threats in a shipping container. 
Recently developed and built MDS systems 
will be demonstrated at TSL prior to 
transitioning the units to CBP to initiate the 
pilot. 

TSL in Atiantic City, 
NJ 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 

Tunnel Activity 
Monitoring 

Project Overview Brief and Protore 
Demonstration at Engineering Testbed 

CBP; 

- Massachusetts 

institute of 
Technology Lincofn 
Library (MIT/LL). 
Lexington, MA 

- Boston Water 

Sewer 

Commission, 
Boston. MA 
- MA National 
Guard. Boston. MA 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 

Buried Cable 
Southwest Border 

Demonstration on southwest border of toe 
surveillance capabilities of buried cable 
technology to include potential for detedion 
and classification of targets. 

CBP; 

- Night Vision & 
Electronics Sensors 
Diredorate. Ft. 
Belvoir, VA 

- Naval Research 
Laboratory (NRL), 
Washington, DC 

- Sandia National 

Laboratory. 
Albuquerque. NM 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 

Radar 

Comparative 

Testing 

Test and Evaluation of Multiple Radars at Fort 
Huachuca, AZ 

CBP/Office of 
Technology 
Innovation and 
Acquisition; 
-Telephonies 
Corp., Farmingdale, 
NY 

- DRS Technology, 

A Finmeccanica 
Co.. Arlington, VA 

- Plextek Limited, 

Essex. UK 

- IR Systems LLC, 
Rockville. MD 

- DMT LLC. 
Sterling. VA 

- EADS NA. Inc.. 
Arlington. VA 

- MIT/LL, 
Lexington. MA 

- Stargates Inc., 
Arlington. VA 

- IDA, Alexandria, 

VA 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 
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SBIR5.1 Phase li, 
Underwater 
Swimmer/ 

Diver Detection 
System 

Prototype Demonstration of MuWf^e 
Surveillance Technologtes 

United States 
Coast Guard 
(USCG); 

- BioSonics Inc.. 
Seattle, WA 

- Farsounder Inc., 

Wawck, Rl 

- Applied Physical 
Science Coip, 

Groton. CT 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 

SBIR6.1 Phase 

III, Mobile 
Surveillance 
Systems (MSS) 
UDorade Retrofit 

Southwest border demonstration and toting 
of radar/imager enhancements to CBP’s MSS 
units. 

CBP/OTIA; 

- Toyon Research 
Corp-, Goieta, CA 

- Wsta Research 
Corp., Arlington, VA 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 

Container Security 
Device 

China Pilot testing - detecting door openings 
and anomalies while tracking shipments from 
the Shanghai, China to the Port of Savarwiah, 
Georgia 

Georgia Tech 
Research Institute 
(Atlanta, Georgia); 
Sandia National 
Labs (Albuquerque, 
New Mexico); 
SPAWAR (San 
Diego. California); 
iConfroi (San Jose, 
California) 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 

Wide Area Motion 
Imager for 
Homeland Security 
(WAMIDS) 

Test and evaluate the operational 
effectiveness of developmental wde-area 
infrared sensors with a goal to detect 
individuals walking across an 8-mi wide swath 
of desert at night. 

- Federal 
Partners: CBP 

- Nogales, AZ 
- Performer (all in 

Nogales, AZ): 
Logos Inc. BAE 

2011 

HSARP/VBorders and 
Maritime Security Division 
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Shipboard 
Automatic 
Identification 
System (AIS) and 
Radar Contact 
Reporting 
(SARCR) Project 

Conduct final field testing and transit^} of 
SARCR prototype units. 

- NRL, Washington, 

DC; 

-Mnem<Miics Inc., 
Meibome, FL 
- Assurance 
Technology 
Corporation (ATC). 
Carti^. MA 

- US Department of 

Transportation 
Research and 
Innovation 
Technology 
Administration 
Voipe National 
Transportation 
Systems Center 
(VOLPE), Boston. 
MA 

- Maersk Lines 
Limited. Norfolk, 

VA 

- Celebration 
Cruise Line, Port 
of Palm Beach. FL 

- USCG see Key 
West, Key West, 

FL 

- Naval Undersea 
Warfare Center 

(NUWC). Newport, 
Rl 

-SRM. Inc,, 
Middletown, Rl 

- MITLL, Lincoln, 

MA 

- Naval Surface 
Warfare Center 
(NSWC), Crane, 

lA 

- CACI Federal, 
Arlinaton. VA 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 
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Tethered Aerostat 
Radar Processor 
(TARP) Project 

Conduct final field testing and transition of 
TARP prototype. 

- NRL, Washington, 

DC; 

- VISTA Research, 
Inc., Sunnyvale, 

CA 

- Air Force Combat 
Command / A30H 
Tethered Aerostat 

Radar System 
Program Office. Ei 
Paso. TX 
- Caribbean Air 
Marine Operations 
Center. San Juan, 
PR 

- USCG see Key 
West, Key West. 

FL 

- NUWC, Newport. 

Rl 

- SRM. Inc.. 
Middletown. Rl 

- MITLL, Lincoln. 

MA 

--NSWC. Crane, lA 

- CACI Federal. 
Arlington, VA 

- American Bureau 
of Shipbuilding 
Government 
Services (ABSG). 
Alexandria. VA 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 
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Modular Sensor 
System /Improved 
imaging 
Technology 
(MSS/lIT) Project 

Conduct final field testing and fransition of 
MSS/ilT prototype. 

- NRL, Washington, 
DC; 

-ATC, Carlisle, MA 

- Inmedius, Inc., 
Pittsburg, PA 

- SAIC, Artington, 

VA 

- Protasis, Inc., 
Wexandria, VA 

- Maryland Natural 
Resource Police, 

Annapcrfis, MD 

- USCG see 
Baltimore, 

Baltimore, MD 

- NUWe, Newport, 

Rl 

- SRM. Inc., 
Middletown, Rl 

- MITT-L, Lincoln. 

MA 

- NSWC, Crane. lA 

- CACI Federal, 
Arlington. VA 

-ABSG, 
Alexandria, VA 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 

DHS Secure 
Wireless Access 
Pilot (DSWAP) 

Cyber - A pilot of DHS S&T funded technology 
that enables secure use of wireless networ1<s. 

Federal Law 
Enforcement 
Training 
Center 
(FLETC) 

FY 2011 

HSARPA/Cyber Security 
Division (CSD) 

Public Regional 
Information 
Security Event 
Management 
(PRISEM) 

Cyber - Demo of S&T-funded early warning 
system for everything from botnet incursions, 
compromised desktops, to possible full- 
fiedged cyber-attacks. State and local agency 
networks that detect these events on their 
local network would automatically generate 
alerts to other parts of their network and DHS. 

City of Seattle 

FY 2011 

HSARPA/Cyber Security 
Division 

Visualization 
Toolkit for Netflow 
Analytics 
(VIAssist) 

Cyber - A pilot project to lest VIAssist 
technology, using data from the DHS SST 
Chief information Officer . This technology 
reduces the time needed to discover flow 
anomalies by highlighting important 
information in massive amounts of data. 

DHS S&T CIO 

FY 2011 

HSARPA/Cyber Security 
Division 

Cauldron 

Cyber - A pilot project to test the Cauldron 
technology developed by DHS S&T. Cauldron 
automates the analysis of all of a network's 
potential attack paths. It takes in vulnerability 
data from scanners, aggregating and 
correlating that data with vulnerability 
databases. 

DHS S&T CIO 

FY2011 

HSARPA/Cyber Security 
Division 

National Lab 
Technology Expo 

Cyber - 8 National Labs will be asked to 
present and provide a demonstration of their 
research in cybersecurity 

All USG invited. 
Co-hosting this 
event with National 
Protection and 
Programs 
Directorate 

Tentative 

9/15/11 

HSARPA/Cyber Security 
Division 
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Security 

innovation 

Network 

{SiNEDShowcase 

Cyber - 20 top cybersecurity technctogies wll 
be showcased 

All USG invited, co- 
lead by CSD and 
SINET 

October 26, 
2011 

HSARPA/Cyber Security 
Division 

Explosives Defeat 
(Bomb Squad Test 
Bed) 

Demonstration of diagnostics and defeat 
technologies 

Michigan State 
Police 

April/Sep 

2011 

HSARPA/Explosives 

Division 

Electronic 

Countermeasures 

(ECM) 

Demonstration of ECM ted^nology 

Las Vegas Fire 
Rescue 
(Arson/Bomb 
Squad), Los 
Angeles County 
Sheriffe Dept 

Jun/Jul 2011 

HSARPA/Expiosives 

Division 

Single-Sided 
imaaina System 

Demonstration of diagnostic tetrfirwiogy 

Massachusetts 
State Police 

Apr 2011 

HSARPA/Explosives 

Division 

Explosives 
Standoff Detection 
(Standoff 
Technology 
integration and 
Demonstration 
Program, STIDP) 

Integration of explosives standoff detection 
technologies in partnership with Joint 
Improvised Explosive Device Defeat 
Organization (JIEDDO). Prior to the pilot, 
DHS S&T will assess the ap^licabi% of 
STIDP’s computational framework for surface 
transportation venues. The Pilot will indude 
integration and controlling software, 
object tracking, risk based assessment, 
and standoff sensors configured for a variety 
of JIEDDO and DHS scenarios. 

Kennewick. WA. 
Police Department 
and the Toyota 
Center 

Dec 2011 

HSARPA/Expiosives 

Division 

Future Attribute 
Screening 
Technology 
(FAST) 

Limited User Evaluation v»ll indude an 
overview of the FAST project including the 
Theory of Maiintent and observation of a live 
screening of employees utilizing the current 
baseline sensor suite and fusion algorithm in a 
kiosk configuration at Yankee Stadium, Bronx, 
NY. 

New York Yankees; 
Securitas Services, 
USA, Inc.: National 
Urban Security 
Technology 
Laboratory 
(NUSTL). 

August 2011 

HSARPA/Human Factors 
Division 

Building Resilience 
with Diverse 
Communities 

Pilot management guidelines, wrfiich include 
training, to Faith Based Community 
Organizations in Miami Dade as they seek to 
improve service to their constituents during 
times of emergency. 

Miami Dade 
Department of 
Emergency 
Management: 
Volunteer Florida; 
Voluntary 
Organizations 
Active in Disaster; 
Miami Chapter of 
the American Red 
Cross: and 75 local 
^ith based and 
community based 
oroanizations 

May 2011- 
May 2012 

HSARPA/Human Factors 
Division 

Deception 
Detection 
Techniques 
Computer Based 
Training (CBT) 
Course 

The 8 hour Deception Detection Course 
Computer Based Training will be completed in 
May, 201 1 . Avatars from a content generation 
utility will be added shortly thereafter. 

Computer Based 
Training will be 
transitioned to the 
Las Vegas Metro 
Police Department 
(LVMPO) 

May 2, 201 1 
CBT 

July 1,2001 
CBT with 
Avatars 

HSARPA/Human Factors 
Division 
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1 Real-time Risk 
Information 
Sharing 
Engagement 
(RrlSE) or Mobile 
SPOT 

The RrlSE system will be demonstrated on tte 
Transportation Security Administration (TSA) 
HQ production. Behavior DetecU<Mi at 

an operational airport will capture operational 
Score Sheet and Incident Report data fliat 
would immediately be available to TSA HQ. 

BaRimore- 
Washington 
International Airport 
authorities, 
Transportation 
Security 
Administration 

3Q 

FY 201 1 

HSARPA/Human Factors 
Division 

Anomaly Detection 

Demonstration of TSA Screening Passengers 
by Observation Techniques (SPOT) Ancnnaly 
Detection capability integrated with the RrlSE 
mobile device (in conjunction with above). 

Automated detection software will generate 
alerts in real-time for TSA SPOT referrals 
exceeding a pre-determined score occurring at 
or across airports vrithin a specafied time 
period. 

Baltimore- 
Wa^ington 
International Airport 
authorities, 
Transportation 
Security 
Administration 

3Q 

FY 201 1 

HSARP/VHuman Factors 
Division 

First Responder 
Credentiaiing 

Demonstrate capturing, reviewing, analyzing, 
and managing First Responder CTedentialing 
attributes at the local level using a mobile App 
to enhance the existing National Infonnation 
Exchange Mode! conformant data exchange 
and data model and information sequencir^g 

Cincinnati (Fire 
Department). 
Seattle King County 
(Office of the 
Emergency 
Management) 
Miami Dade (Office 
of the Emergency 
Management) 

2 times in 
CY 2011 

HSARPA/Human Factors 
Division 

Violent Intent 
Modeling and 
Simulation Too! 
(VIMS) 

Demonstrate Analytic tool and provide 
background information for erxl-user feedback 
and to gauge interest among fusion center, 
DOJ, and DHS component potential partners 
at the National Fusion Center Conference. 

North Carolina 
Fusion Center 

15-17 Mar 
2011 

HSARP/VHuman Factors 
Division 

Violent Intent 
Modeling and 
Simulation Tool 
(VIMS) 

Pilot toot for usability testing for strategic 
analysis in the North Carolina Fusion Center 
preceding a “Major Event" (i.e. NC Stale Fair, 
Democratic Convention, etc.) 

North Carolina 
Fusion Center 

Aug-Sep 

2011 

Summer 

2012 

HSARPA/Human Factors 
Division 

Complex Event 
Modeling, 
Simulation, and 
Analysis (CEMSA) 

I 

CEMSA provides DHS analysts with models, 
simulations, tools, and data to assess the 
consequences of multiple interacting complex 
disruptions to critical infrastructure and key 
resources. Demonstration of base year 
prolotvoe. 

DHS-NPPD, DHS- 
FEMA, DHS-USSS, 
DHS-PLCY, and 
DOD 

Lockheed 

Martin; 

3/18/2011 

Boeing: 
4/8/201 1 

HSARPA/Infrastnjcture 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

Controlled Impact 
Rescue Tool 
(CIRT) 

CIRT testing with a wide array of Urban 
Search and Rescue teams that \MII convene at 
Disaster City, TX for classroom and hands on 
training on the use of CIRT for search and 
rescue scenarios. 

Disaster City, TX 
and assortment of 
USAR teams 

Q2 FY11 

HSARPA/Infrastnicture 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

Critical 
Infrastructure 
Inspection 
Management 
System (ClIMS) 

Pilot CHMS-Asset Tracking System (ASTRAS) 
to support cross-jurisdiction asset tracking 

MD State Police 
and US Park 
Senrice 

May 2011 

HSARPA/infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 
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Blast/Projectile 
Protective 
Measures and 
Design Tool 

Tunnel testing - Vintage cast-iron tunnel 
sections were transported from NY for 
explosives testing at Eglin AF8, FL. These 
specimens will provide an (^^XB^nity to 
evaluate mitigation concepts on acfrial tunn^ 
sections, and will provide informative 
comparisons between fabricated cast iron and 
the vintage cast iron material. 

Port Authority of 
New York and New 
Jei^y (PANYNJ) 

May 2011 

H S ARP A/I nfrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

Standard Unified 
Modeling Mapping 
Integrated Toolkit 
(SUMMIT) 

SUMMIT will be a key technology enabler In 
support of National Level Exercise 201 1 
(NLE11} activities. 

FEMA NED 
(Nationa! Exercise 
Division) 

May 2011 

HSARPA/Infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

Unified Incident 
Command and 
Decision Support 
(UICDS) 

UICDS data transmission between FEMA HQ 
and Arkansas in support of NLE11, UICDS 
Middleware will be installed to enhance the 
two-way sharing of data that transmitted 
during this exercise. 

Arkansas OEM 

May 2011 

HSARPA/Infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

UlCDS 

UICDS pilot in New Jersey involving Nuclear 
Power Companies and State EOC. This pilot 
will provide a leave behind middleware core 
that will connect commercial Emergency 
Management Applications that are oirrently 
being used by regional state and Icx^l end 
users. 

NEHRP & NJ OEM 

June 2011 

HSARPA/Infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

UICDS 

UICDS Demo with Florida wiii provide a proof 
of concept demonstration that illustrates how 
currentty installed commercial emergency or 
incident management applications can 
seamlessly provide the 2-way sharing and 
exchange shared data with UICDS the aid of 
UICDS Middleware. 

Florida OEM , 
Miami Dade Co & 
Alabama OEM 

July 201 1 

HSARPA/Infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

UICDS 

UICDS pilot with PNNL in Pacific Northwest. 

This pilot will provide a leave behind 
middleware core that will connect commercial 
Emei^ency Management Applications that are 
currently being used by regional end users 
that is used in the Seattie. WA Region 

City of Seattle, WA 
and King County, 
WA 

August 2011 

HSARPA/Infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

Urban Reference 
Architecture 

SATURN - Situational Awareness Tool for 
Urban Responder Networks demonstration. 
Piloted capability will demonstrate reference 
surveillance architecture for urban local 
authorities and will allow for increased 
situational awareness among disparate users, 
and access to rapid attribute-based searching 
video analytics capabilities. 

MIT/LL 

Beverly Hills Police 
Department 

Q3/4FY11 

HSARPA/Infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

Geospatial 

Location 

Accountability and 
Navigation System 
for Emergency 
Responders 
(GLANSER) 

Demonstration of 3D location technology in 
non-GPS environments to improve the 
precision of locating first responders during an 
incident- 

Minneapolis. MN & 
Fairfax, VA Fire 
Department 
representatives 

Q4 FY11 

HSARPA/Infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 
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Wide Area 
Surveillance 

Wide Area Surveillance -Continued 
demonstration of a prototype system at Boston 
Logan International Airport- Laboratory 
demonstration of completed ^cond 
generation prototype with higher resolution 
and installation to support USSS. System 
provides 360-degree persistent high-resolution 
coverage for multiple operators, captures 
video and track targets in real-time, and stores 
data for further analysis. 

Bostcm, MA; Local 
Law Enforcement 

Sep 201 1 

HSARPA/Infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

Resilient Tunnel 

Tunnel Plug - Demonstration vw!l subject a 
new tunnel plug constructed from high- 
strength fabric with webbing reinforcerrient to 
initial testing in a custom-built test tunnel. This 
plug is designed to address requii^nente 
provided by a specific mass transit agency, 
which will use demonstration results to decide 
whether to implement the tunnel oluq. 

Mass Transit 
Agencies. West 
Virginia University 

Sep 2011 

HSARPA/Infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

GeoXray 

Geospatial display overlaying maps, text, 
twitter, etc. for first responders 

Cities of Culver City 
and El Segundo 

FY 2011 

HSARPA/Infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Manaoement Division 

SNSRTREEfor 

container 

inspection 

Software too! for optimizing policies and 
protocols for sequential inspection and testing 
sudi as might be performed on containers 
entering ports or vehicles at border crossings. 
Research prototype implementation is 
available at: httD;y/snsrtree,rutaers-edu/. 

Port operators and 
CBP 

FY 2011 

Infrastructure Protection 
and Disaster Management 
Division 

PowerLoom® 

A knowledge representation system that 
provides a language and environment for 
constructing intelligent, knowledge-based 
applications. PowerLoom® uses a fully 
expressive, logic-based representation 
language and a deduction inference engine 
that combines forward and backward chaining 
to derive what logically follows from the facts 
and rules asserted in the knowledge base. 
PowerLoom® is mature research software that 
has been distributed and used extensively and 
is now in release 4.0. PowerLoom® is 
developed by Command, Control and 
interoperability Center for Advanced Data 
Analysis researchers at USC. 

Used by companies 

FY 2011 

Infrastructure Protection 
and Disaster Management 
Division 
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Next Generation 
incident Command 
System (NICS) 

Approximately 10 evaluations will be 
conducted in order to assist in dev^oping a 
broad service oriented architecture that 
integrates several existing syr^ei^stic DHS 
S&T efforts including Next-generation Inddent 
Command System (NICS, fonnerly Lincoln 
Laboratory Distributed Disaster System 
(LDDRS)), Virtual USA, and Unified Incident 
Command and Decision Support (UlCDS); tee 
overall system, the Next-Generation Incident 
Command System (NICS), will be a robust, 
scalable distributed system that enables multi- 
agency collaborative command during large- 
scale disasters. The goal is to evolve NICS to 
address a broader set of disaster missions 
with the ability to support multiple-agencies 
and a large number of users. 

Various Southern 
Calitemia agencies 
(i.e. CALFIRE and 
CALEMA) 

Various 

(FYII) 

FRG 

LIFT - HomeTech: 
RCOP (Regional 
Common 

Operating Picture) 

Deploying tailgatER"^” running RCOP in 
Nassau OEM Emergency Response VeWde. 
Demonstration to be done at tee 201 1 Long 
Isiand/NYC Emergency Management 
Conference 

- Nassau County 

Office of 
Emergency 
Management, 
Betepage, NY 

- Balfour 
Tedinologies, 
Bethpage, NY 

- Power 
Management 

Concepts. 
Bethpage, NY 

- Applied Science 
Foundation for 

Homeland Security 
(ASFHS). 
Bethpage. NY 

May 2011 

FRG/R-Tech 

LIFT - HomeTech: 
RCOP 

Running RCOP pitot at MLS Red Bulls 
Stadium during 201 1 Ail-Star game to show 
how critical infrastructure can be monitored 
locally and remotely during a major sporting 
event. 

- Major League 
Soccer, New 

York. NY 

- Red Bulls 
Soccer. 

Harrison, NJ 
'• Balfour 
Technologies. 
Bethpage, NY 
- Power 
Management 
Concepts. 
Bethpage, NY 

- ASFHS. 
Bethpage, NY 

July 201 1 

FRG/R-Tech 
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LIFT-HomeTech: 

RCOP 

Demonstrate remote third party monit{»ing 
capabilities (cameras and chem. sensore) of 
RCOP for critical infrastruchire, such as a 
large skyscraper at the Thomson Reuters 
Building 3 Times Square, Manhattan, NY 

- Michael 
Stapleton 

Assodates. New 
York. NY 

- Rudin 
Management , 
New York. NY 

- Thomson 
Reuters, New York, 
NY 

- Balfour 
Tedinologies, 
Bethpage. NY 

- Power 
Management 

Concepts. 
Bethpage. NY 
-SPP. Bethpage. 
NY 

June 2011 

FRG/R-Tech 

LIFT-HomeTech: 

RCOP 

Pilot to display aerial imagery for post-disaster 
over flights, that RCOP can display those 
images for decision makers and provide for 
easy comparison of pre- and post-event 
imagery in near real-time. 

~ NYS Department 
of Environmental 
Conservation, 
Stony Brook, NY 
" Balfour 
Technologies, 
Bethpage, NY 

- Power 
Management 

Concepts. 
Bethpage. NY 
-SPP, Betepage, 
NY 

- ASFHS, 
Bethpage, NY 

October 

2011 

FRG/R-Tech 

LIFT - HomeTech: 
RCOP 

Demonstration at the Cell-All demo where an 
RCOP will be deployed and hosted at the 
ASFHS for a demonstration of the defined 
scenarios to the Cell-All program 
stakeholders. Implementing and integrating 
Celi-AN devices with existing fourDscape® 
subject matter simulating the specific 
scenarios including integration vrith available 
live sensors. 

- Nassau County 
Office of 
Emergency 
Management, 
Bethpage. NY 

- Balfour 
Technologies, 
Bethpage, NY 

- Power 
Management 

Concepts, 
Bethpage, NY 
- ASFHS. 
Bethpage, NY 

Mid 2011 

FRG/R-Tech 

HSARPA (Cell-All) 
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LIFT - HomeTech: 
RCOP 

Tampa Bay Maritime Domain Awareness 
System (TBMDAS) 

Demonstration: Integration wift RCOP vwth 
SRI International Smart Integraticm Manager 
Ontologically Networked (SIMON) technology. 

The work performed vwll provide a 
fourDscape® version with SIMON compliant 
interfaces with associated license allovtnng Ah' 

1 -year of demonstrational use. The 
Visualization Service shall provide a 3D portal 
of the Tampa Bay maritime Area of Interest. A 
database of this area shall be developed atKl 
provided using available imagery. etevatitMi, 
bathymetry, and cultural models. The 
Visualization Service will enhance the 3D 
visualization with overlays, track data and 
other data sources as provided via existing 
Maritime Domain Awareness services. 

- SRI 
Intematic^al. 
Tampa, FL 
~ Balfour 
Technologies, 
Be&tpage, NY 
- Power 
Management 
Concepts, 
Bethpage, NY 
- ASFHS, 
Bethpage. NY 

June 2011 

FRG/R-Tech 

HSARPA (Borders & 
Maritime Security Division) 

LIFT-HomeTech: 

RCOP 

Unified Incident Command Detain Support 
(UlCDS) system pitot; Deploying a UlCDS 
Core implementation at the ASFHS command 
center facility as an operational infotmation 
sharing framework between Nassau Cwin^ 
OEM (E-Team), Nassau County FD 
(GEOcommand), and ASFHS (RCOP) wrhich 
can then be expanded to other 
application/agencies. 

Nassau County 
Office of 
Emerg«icy 
Management. 
Bethpage, NY 

- Balfour 
Technologies, 
Bethpage, NY 

- Power 
Management 

Concepts. 
Bethpage, NY 
- ASFHS. 
Bethpage, NY 
- GEOcommand, 
Bethpage, NY 

- SAiC, 
Washington, DC 

June 2011 

FRG/R-Tech 

LIFT- HomeTech: 
WildCAT- 
Situational 
Awareness of 
Wireless Threats 
to Critical 
Infrastructure 

Demonstration of the prototype system in 
Bethpage, NY and integration of system into 
the Applied Science Foundation for Homeland 
Security. Show ability for WildCAT to 
automatically collect and communicate 
wireless detection data over a 3G network to a 
command center in real-time. Show software 
in the command center can effectively identify 
a wireless threat. 

Applied Visions. 
Inc., Naval 
Research 

Laboratory. Adelphi 
University 

November 

2011 

FRG^-Tech 

Patient Triage 

Demonstration of the Patient Triage prototype 
in Seattle, Washington. Show the devices 
ability to obtain respiration, heart rate, and 
body temperature vital sign reading from 
distances of 5 to 40 feet 

Seattle. 

Washington Fire 
Department 

August 201 1 

FRG/R-Tech 

Self Contained 
Breathing 
Apparatus (SCBA) 

Operational field assessment and certification 
testing in Chicago. Illinois. The SCBA will 
undergo both NFPA and NtOSH certification 
as well as an operational field assessment by 
Chicaco Fire Department personnel 

Chicago Fire 
Department and the 
International 
Association of Fire 
Fighters 

May 2011 

FRG/R-Tech 
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Rare Event 
Scenario 

The firet three week long field experiment vwH 
measure effectiveness of asyndironcHJS 
distributed collaboration. IBM is assisteig m 
the data collection and analysis of the 
experiment- The experiment vwH serve as a 
base line for future iterations, wriilch wll be 
played in 3-0 Virtual Environments. Fuhjre 
Rare Event Scenarios will also field test 
INTEL Corporation research technologies in 
creating a new layered cyber security model 
called Flexible Distributed Seojrity. 

University of North 
Dakota Center for 
Innovation 
Studaits 

IBM Watson Center 
for Soda! Software 

Intel Corporation 

March 28 - 
21 April, 
2011 

July 2011 

October 

2011 

January 

2012 

DHS S&T lAO 

Flexible 

Distributed 

Security 

Flexible Distributed Security utilizes many 
small, overlapping secure software and 
hardware defenses. This methodology 
enables cyber-security against multipte points 
of attack, encompassing internal aixi external 
threat origins, if one layer fails, the mafidous 
actor is confronted with forging a complex, 
undefined path through numerous security 
protocols. This maze of barriers effectively 
secures secrets, yet does not hinder 
distributed communications for intended 
recipients. Flexible Distributed Security is also 
designed to prevent "zero" day attacks. 
Flexibie Distributed Security will te tested in 3- 
D Virtual Environments. 

Intel Corporation 

Cisco Systems 

GTRi 

IBM Watson Center 

Teleplace (3-D 
Virtual 

Environment) 

December 

2011 

DHS S&T lAO 

Hurricane 

Forecasting 

Methodologies 

Demo of novel hurricane forecasting 
methodology. Model extracts aaxirate local 
estimates from pre-computed, high-resdution 
surge databases, providing updated storm 
surge estimates in minutes instead of hours. 
Demo will be part of the Coastal Development 
Strategies Conference in Bitoxi. MS. 

US Army Engineer 
Research and 
Development 
Center 

11-12 May 
2011 

RDP/OUP/CHC 

Multi-Network 
Interdependent 
Critical 
Infrastructure 
Program for the 
Analysis of 
Lifelines 
(MUNICIPAL) 

Demo for New Hanover County EM. 
MUNICIPAL is a computational tool that 
visualizes CCI systems and their 
interdependencies; forecasts damage to these 
systems caused by hurricanes or other 
extreme events; and supports mitigation, 
response and recovery decisions. It is being 
developed with input from New Hanover 
County EM. 

Emergency 
Management 
Department of New 
Hanover County, 

NC 

2011 

RDP/OUP/CHC 
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ALERT Inteliigent 
Pedestrian 
Surveillance 
Testbed 

Testbed for the Army National Guard at Camp 
Edwards is a video analytics testbed set on 
the front of the Camp Edwards mess hall. The 
surveillance system (four cameras) surv^s 
the walkways, parking tot and quad area in 
front of the hail and tracks personnel that walk 
through the area. 

ALERT Center of 
Excellence at 
Northeastern 
University (NEU). 
Boston MA. Camp 
Edwards, MA. Army 
National Guard for 
Massachusetts, 
John Adams 
Innovation Institute 
(JAII). 

Massachusetts 
Tedinology 
Collaborative. 
Siemens Electronic 
Security Group, 
MA, Raytheon 
Network Centric 
Systems. MA 

May- June 
2011 

RDP/OUP/ALERT 

ALERT Wireless 
Area Secure 
Perimeter Testbed 

Testbed for the Anny National Guard at Camp 
Edwards is a perimeter trackirtg and area 
array tracking system. It will be installed and 
tested in the walkway, parking lot and quad 
area in front of the mess hall at Camp 
Edwards. 

ALERT Center of 
Excellence at 
Northeastern 
University (NEU), 
Boston MA, Camp 
Edwards. MA. Army 
National Guard for 
Massachusetts, 
John Adams 
Innovation Institute 
(JAII). 

Massachusetts 
Technology 
Coliaborative. 
Siemens Electronic 
Security Group, 

MA, Raytheon 
Netwrork Centric 
Systems, MA 

May- June 
2011 

RDP/OUP/ALERT 

GeoXray 

Geospatial display overlaying maps. text, 
twitter, etc. for first responders. 

Cities of Culver City 
and El Sequndo 

Operational 
FY 2011 

RDP/OUP/C2t 

TratficCop 

Analysis of Twitter and social media to detect 
human trafficking. 

FBI and local vice 
law enforcement in 
Los Anaeles 

April 2011 

RDP/OUP/C2I 

Evacuation 
Planning Tool 
(EPT) 

Regal Decision Systems developed the 
Evacuation Planning Tool (EPT) for the US 
Government through the Technical Support 
Working Group (TSWG). EPT can evaluate 
evacuation plans and pedestrian flow for any 
building; office, school, stadium or multiplex 
environment- 

NFL and individual 
NFL Team Security 

FY 2011 

RDP/OUP/C2I 
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CompStat li 

CompStat II was born of work the Port 

Authority of New York and New Jersey to 
bring them enhanced analytics to supped risk 
and threat assessment from their easting 
data. It produces an integrated. reaPtime, 
crime information management s^em »id 
has applications to help make better informed 
decisions on threat and risk asse^ment, for{» 
deployment, officer safety, crime arid terrorism 
prevention. 

Police agencies 
aoosstheU.S. 

FY 2011 

RDP/OUP/C2I 

Crime Maps tool 

Analyzes up-to-date feeds from Campus 
Police of any crimes committed on carr^us. 

Available as an App on iPhone & iPad, it 
includes the crime location using map pins, 
gives details about the aime event, detailed 
police report and/or newspaper account of 
each crime, search on types of caimes, aime 
frequency, fuit-text description, time and day of 
week, and crime locaticm. 

University of Illinois 
Campus Police 

FY 2011 

RDP/OUP/C2I 

Public Safety 
Consortium (PSC) 
monthly meetings 

Monthly, VACCINE meets vnth the PSC to 
discuss VACCINE projects for user evaluation 
and feedbadc. 

Indiana Local Law 
Enforcement, 
Public Safety, and 
Emergency 
Management 
Agencies. 

The 2nd 
Wednesday 
of every 
month 

RDP/OUP/C2! 

Public Safety 
Consortium 
Quarterly demos 

Quarterly, VACCINE brings in partners from 
various universities to demo VACCINE 
projects for user evaluation and feedback. 

Indiana Local Law 
Enforcement, 
Public Safety, and 
Emergency 
Management 
Agencies/Corporate 
affiliates 

March 9th, 
June 7th. 
Sept. 14th, 
Dec. 14th 

RDP/OUP/C2i 

JigSaw 

JigSaw Deployment. JigSaw is a tool using 
visualization for investigative analysts. It helps 
investigative analysts make sense of 
unstructured and structured document 
collections, and supports the discovery of 
hidden relationships and threats across the 
documents. 

Lafayette Police 
Department 

FY11 

RDP/OUP/C2I 

GeoVISTA 

Crime Viz 

GeoVISTA CrimsViz Deployment. GeoVISTA 
CrimeViz is an extensible web-based map 
application that supports exploration and 
sense-making of criminal activity in space and 
time. 

Justice Institute of 
British Columbia 

FY11 

RDP/OUP/C2i 

Gang Graffiti 
Automatic 
Recognition and 
Interpretation 
(GARI) 

Pilot Demonstration. Analyze gang graffiti 
images from phone camera. 

Indiana Local Law 
Enforcement, 
Public Safety, and 
Emergency 
Management 
Agencies and St. 
Clair Emergency 
Management 
Agency 

FY11 

RDP/OUP/C2I 
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‘ ’ le Emergency 
Response Guide 
(MERGE) 

Pilot Demonstration. Analyze images fw 
HazMat and other signs from phone camera. 
Location dependent, network-free 
interpretation. 

Indiana Local Law 
Enfrwc^ent, 
Public Safety, and 
Emergency 
Management 
Agendes and St. 
Clair Emergency 
Management 
Agency 

FY11 

RDP/OUP/C2I 

Social Vulnerability 
Index (SOVI) 

Presentation on SOVI (from (xmcepst to 
measurement) as applied to National Oceanic 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Coastal 
Services Center Digital Coast at NOAA 
Coastal GeoTools conference. 

NOAA Coastal 
Services Center 
Digital Coast 

March 23, 
2011 

RDP/OUP/START 

CART 
Phoenix, AZ 

Conducted CART survey with Phoenix CERT 
members in 2006. Phoenix CERTs are 
currently reviewing new CART insbuments 
under development. CART strategic frfannirq 
to build community resilience is expected to 
begin Fall 201 1 (contingent on new START 
funding). 

Phoenix 
Community 
Emergency 
Response Team 
(CERT) Program 

2006-2011 
and ongoing 

RDP/OUP/START 

iSARS 

Processing of suspicious adivities reports. 

Los Angetes Police 
Department 

Late 2011 

RDP/OUP/CREATE 

PRND 

Risk-based radiological nuclear detector and 
countermeasure ixJrtfolio deployment tool. 

CalEMA 

2011 

RDP/OUP/CREATE 

PortSec 

Risk-based resource allocation tod. 

Ports of Long 
Beach and Los 
Angeles 

2011 

RDP/OUP/CREATE 

ARMOR-Rail 

Passenger rail infrastructure security 
operations scheduling tool. 

Los Angeles 
Sheriffs 
Department 

June 1, 
2011 

RDP/OUP/CREATE 

PROTECT 

Scheduling tool for haifcor patrols. 

Boston Coast 
Guard 

April 1,2011 

RDP/OUP/CREATE 

GUARDS 

Airport infrastructure security operations 
scheduling tool. 

Transportation 

Security 

Administration 

2011 

RDP/OUP/CREATE 


Question: Please describe the scope and scale of proposed red teaming efforts, and funding 
proposed for that project in FY 2012. 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology Directorate (S«feT) will use Sandia National 
Laboratories' Information Design Assurance Red Team (IDART) to perform red-team 
assessments on the Cyber Infrastructure & Emerging Threats Project, also known as 
DECIDE (Distributed Environment for Critical Infrastructure Decision-Making Exercises) a 
Financial Services System Simulation Tool. In addition, the Red Team will perform further 
assessments of the Defense Technology Experimental Research (DEFTER) test bed as S&T 
implements new functionality. The DEl’ER test bed is a general purpose experimental 
infrastructure that supports research and development on next-generation cyber security 
technologies. Proposed funding for this activity in FY 2012 is S500.000. 
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Question: What is the status of operational testing for the Insider Threat Project, which we 
understand and how much funding has this project received and is planned for fiscal years 
2011-12? When will this transition to tools that can be adopted by industry or government? 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology Directorate’s (S&T) FY 2012 President’s Budget 
request includes $700,000 in FY 201 1 and $1 .5 million in FY 20 12 for the Insider Threat 
Project. The Insider Threat Project delivers improved understanding and tools to identify 
behavior patterns and characteristics before hiring, during employment, and after separation 
that are associated with insider threats. In FY 201 1 though FY 2014, the project planned to 
apply an insider threat framework to a series of operational data to derive, test and evaluate 
observable indicators of insider threat. As a result of the FY 201 1 Full-Year Continuing 
Appropriations Act, S&T will cut funding for this project. 

Question: Flow much funding is planned for response and recovery to radiological/nuclear 
events, and proposed for fiscal year 2012? What is the status of this w'ork, and how' is S&T 
coordinating its efforts with DHS and other stakeholders in the federal. State and local 
government communities? 

ANSWER: The FY 2012 President’s Budget requests $10,256 million for the Radiological 
and Nuclear Resiliency Program. The program will provide advanced planning, technology 
development. Concept of Operations (CONOPS) development, and exercises/training for 
responding to and recovering from radiological or nuclear attacks or radiological incidents. 
These activities are intended to reduce the impact of an event on critical infrastructure by 
providing effective, affordable fast-running analysis tools, and protection solutions. In FY 
201 1, the program will initiate work and continue in FY 2012. 

Restoration demonstrations, which bring together Federal, State, and local partners to 
develop, test, and then share the CONOPS for key scenarios, are at the heart of this approach. 
Pending authorization for the FY 2012 movement of Transformational and Applied 
Research, the Science and Technology Directorate will partner with the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, Environmental Protection Agency. DFiS National Protection and 
Programs Directorate, , the Department of Defense , the Department of Energy , the 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration, and the State and local public health and 
response communities to build on existing expertise to further formulate this area. 

Question: What is the current status of efforts by GSA to sell Plum Island, and any 
alternative plans should no sale take place before fiscal year 2013, including alternative use 
of the site by DHS? 

ANSWER: The General Services Administration (GSA) continues to be fully engaged and 
working to prepare to bring Plum Island and its Orient Point property to market, . Currently, 
GSA is completing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), and after internal 
DHS and cooperating agency (Environmental Protection Agency and Fish and Wildlife 
Service) reviews, will release it to the public for comment. GSA has also contracted with a 
national firm for the further development of a marketing plan. 
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Question: How does S&T plan to utilize its reception and representation expenses in 2012? 
Please provide details on how those funds were spent in fiscal year 2010, to date in 2011 and 
planned for the remainder of the fiscal year. 

ANSWER: In FY 2012, the Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) plans to use its 
reception and representation expenses to host international partners for high level meetings, 
conferences, and workshops in support of our eleven international agreements and grant 
solicitation program. Funds will support working lunches, dinners, and the purchase of DHS 
gifts for exchange with appropriate foreign national guests. 

Listed in the table below are the details of receptions and representations expenses for FY 
2010 . 


jf' - ■>¥ 


Multiple 

Gifts for Foreign 
Nationals participating 
in conferences 

12/16/10 

NA 

$460.50 

Various Gifts/ 
Lapel pins 

Singapore 

Singapore’s Ministry of 
Home Affairs meeting 
with S&T Directors 

1/26/10 

7 

$28.57 

Refreshments 

United 

Kingdom 

Prof. Wiles Visit 

1/27/10 

11 

$46.66 

Refreshments 

Multiple 

Refreshments for 
Visiting Dignitaries 

3/2/10 

NA 

$245.51 

Refreshments 

Sweden 

Bilateral Discussions 

3/9/10 

7 

$120.00 

Working Lunch 

United 

Kingdom 

Canine Workshop 

3/10/10- 

3/11/10 

11 each 
lunch 

$210.00 

Working Lunch 

1x2) 

Canada 

U/S Meet and Greet 

3/23/10 

8 

$120.00 

Working Lunch 

New Zealand 

Aviation Security 
Meetings 

4/8/10 

7 

$54,62 

Working Lunch 

European 

Union 

Standards Working 
Group 

4/14/10 

11 

$70.00 

Working Lunch 

European 

Union 

European Commission 
Meeting 

4/16/10 

11 

$364.80 

Dinner Meeting 

Multiple 

Gifts for Foreign 
Nationals participating 
in conferences 

5/26/10 

NA 

$435,70 

Various Gifts/ 
Lapel pins 

United 

Kingdom 

International Activity 
Presentation 

6/7/10 

13 

$145,00 

Breakfast and 
Lunch Meeting 

United 

Kingdom 

International Activity 
Presentation 

6/7/10 

9 

$330.40 

Dinner Meeting 

European 

Union 

iCPO Grant Meeting 

6/17/10 

16 

$60.00 

Breakfast 

Canada 

Bilateral Meeting 

6/21/10 

11 

$192.00 

Dinner Meeting 

Country 

Function 

Dates 

#of 

Participants 

Amount 

Type of Event 

Canada 

Bilateral Meeting 

6/22/10 

27 

$525,00 

Working Lunch 

Canada 

Bilateral Meeting 

6/22/10 

27 

$130,00 

Breakfast 

Meeting 
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Singapore 

Bilateral Meeting 

6/22/10 

5 

$58,00 

Working Lunch 

Multiple 

Gifts for Foreign 
Nationals participating 
in conferences 

7/7/10 

NA 

$457,97 

Various Gifts/ 
Lapel pins 

France 

Joint Contact Meeting 

7/12/10 

17 

$510,00 

Working Lunch 

United 

Kingdom 

Bilateral Meeting 

7/13/10 

10 

$305,00 

Dinner Meeting 

Multiple 

Refreshments for 
Visiting Dignitaries 

8/1/10 

NA 

$258.42 

Refreshments 

United 

Kingdom 

Collaborative Activities 
Meeting 

7/13/10 

8 

$88.00 

Working Lunch 

Germany 

Meeting With German 
Delegation on Security 
Arrangements 

7/29/10 

11 

$228,00 

Dinner Meeting 

Germany 

Meeting With German 
Delegation on Security 
Arrangements 

7/29/10 

12 

$88.00 

Working Lunch 

New Zealand/ 
Australia 

Orientation Meetings 
S&T and New Zealand/ 
Australia Counterparts 

8/23/10 

17 

$139.00 

Working Lunch 

New Zealand/ 
Australia 

Orientation Meetings 
S&T and New Zealand/ 
Australia Counterparts 

8/23/10 

17 

$420.00 

Dinner Meeting 

New Zealand/ 
Australia 

Orientation Meetings 
S&T and New Zealand/ 
Australia Counterparts 

8/24/10 

17 

$139.00 

Working Lunch 

New Zealand/ 
Australia 

Orientation Meetings 
S&T and New Zealand/ 
Australia Counterparts 

8/25/10 

17 

$139.00 

Working Lunch 

Australia 

Meeting with Australian 
Delegation 

8/30/10 

16 

$85.00 

Working Lunch 

Australia 

Meeting with Australian 
Delegation 

8/30/10 

16 

$279.97 

Dinner Meeting 

Multiple 

Gifts for Foreign 
Nationals participating 
in conferences 

9/9/10 

NA 

$1,020.00 

Various Gifts/ 
Lapel pins 

Multiple 

Gifts for Foreign 
Nationals participating 
in conferences 

9/23/10 

NA 

$1,290.00 

Various Gifts/ 
Lapel pins 

Multiple 

Supplies 

9/23/10 

NA 

$204.40 

Protection on 
storage for 
International 
Flags 

Multiple 

Refreshments for 
Visiting Dignitaries 

9/25/10 

NA 

$114.14 

Refreshments 

Sweden 

Briefing to Swedish 
Dignitary on National 
Defense College 

9/30/10 

7 

$30.00 

Dinner Meeting 

" — ' ■_ I 
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The Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) has Sf^t $2,062.39 of FY 201 1 official 
reception and representation funds. Details on expenditures are in the table below. The 
majority of planned FY 201 1 expenditures will occur in the second half of the fiscal year. 
S&T plans to hold meetings with each of our partners, including Sweden, the United 
Kingdom, Singapore, Australia, Spain, France, and Germany. These and other meetings with 
our international partners will help improve our knowledge and cooperation on such topics as 
biological, chemical, radiological, and nuclear detection. 



.. . 



France 

Bilateral Conference 

10/04/10 

25 

$591.66 

Dinner meeting 

France 

Bilateral Conference 

10/04/10 

22 

$120.00 

Working Lunch 

France 

Bilateral Conference 

10/05/10 

22 

$161.50 

Working Lunch 

Australia 

US Burkholderia Kick- 
Off 

10/13/10- 

10/14/10 

15 

$224.00 

Refreshments 

European 

Union 

Bilateral Conference 

10/27/10 

26 

$307.00 

Lunch for 
meeting 

Singapore 

Bilateral Meeting 

11/02/10 

13 

$59.78 

Working Lunch 

United 

Kingdom 

Bilateral Meeting 

12/15/10 

3 

$133.69 

Working Lunch 

United 

Kingdom 

British ICPO meeting 
reviewing 

collaborative Activities 

1/13/11 

5 

$17.90 

Working Lunch 

Australia 

Australia/ US Meeting 

2/9/1 1 

18 

$35.96 

Working 
Breakfast and 
Lunch 

Finland 

Finland/ US Meeting 

3/1/1 1 

11 

$115.00 

Working Lunch 

Israel 

Bilateral Meeting 

3/31/1 1 

3 

$67,98 

Working Lunch 

Multiple 

Refreshments for 
Visiting Dignitaries 

3/7/11- 

6/30/11 

NA 

$227.92 

Refreshments 

h ■'Itelit *6 'Is siti-x rs 




Question: Please list the number, by office and pay grade level, of all S&T employees hired 
non-competitively in fiscal year 2010 and explain why this was necessary. 

ANSWER; The following table identifies, by office and grade, the position hired non- 
competitively in fiscal year 2010. The Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) converted 
one Presidential Management Fellows (PMF) Program candidate into a career-conditional 
position in the Finance and Budget. The PMF helps Federal managers and executives face 
the challenge of recruiting the next generation of leaders by helping agencies create a critical 
pipeline of talent to fill positions for workforce and succession planning. 
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OIIkc 

Pav Grade Level 

Number 

Authority 

Finance and Budget Division 

GS-12 

1 

Presidential 

Management 

Fellows 

Program 

Executive 

Order 12364; 
5CFR 

213.3 102(ii); 

5 CFR Part 

362; 5 CFR 
315.708 


Question: Please provide for the record, the number of noncompetitive contracts S&T has 
entered into in fiscal year 2010, what is anticipated in 2011 and 2012, and an explanation as 
to why a non-competitive contract was chosen. As part of this response, please clearly 
delineate other transactional agreements and those purchases made from the GSA approved 
listings. 

ANSWER: The Office of Procurement Operations (OPO) awarded 33 new, non-competitive 
contracts on behalf of the Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) in FY 2010. Of the 33, 
none was an Other Transaction type and none was a GSA approved listing. 

Twenty-nine contracts were awarded because only one source was deemed capable of 
providing the supply or service, and no other type of supply or service could satisfy agency 
requirements, in accordance with Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 6.302-1. Two 
contracts were authorized or required by statute in accordance with FAR 6.302-5. Two 
contracts were awarded to establish or maintain an essential engineering, research, or 
development capability to be provided by an educational or other nonprofit institution or a 
federally funded research and development center, in accordance with FAR 6.302-3. 

To date, DHS has not gathered forecast information for new non-competitive contracts 
anticipated in FY 201 1 . The OPO Contracting Officer, upon receipt of the procurement 
documentation, may determine that a contract originally anticipated to be a sole source may, 
or should be awarded competitively under the GSA schedules. Additionally, non- 
competitive actions over $500,000 must be approved by the OPO Competition Advocate; 
actions over $10 million must be approved by the OPO Director/Flead of Contracting 
Activity; and actions over $50 million must be approved by the DHS Chief Procurement 
Officer (CPO). 


FAR Part 6 provides seven exceptions to the use of full and open competition: 
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• Only one responsible source; and no other supplies or services will satisty agency 
requirements 

• Unusual and compelling urgency; 

• Industrial, mobilization; engineering, developmental, or research capability; or 
expert services; 

• International agreement; 

• Authorized or required by statute; 

• National security; and, 

• Public interest. 


Question: In total, how much of your awards are competitive? Please answer in dollar 
amount and percentage. 

ANSWER: For FY 2010, competitive dollars awarded on behalf of Science and 
Technology Directorate (S&T) totaled $391,004,120.23, equating to a competition rate of 
89.80%. In FY 201 1 to date, we have awarded $107,308,004.19 competitively, equating to a 
competition rate of 89.84%. 


Question: Update and submit, through the most recent month available, the list provided in 
last year’s hearing record regarding Sole Source Contracts. Organize by contractor, purpose, 
appropriation account, dollar award, fill! performance value, contract start date, contract end 
date, and reason for sole-source. 

ANSWER: Please see the table below contains a list of the Science and Technology 
Directorate’s sole source contracts. This includes FY 2010 funds and prior year funds 
executed in FY 2010. 


4.>MiRAv.r(.lA 


A ■*» 1. «. 

• ilri.S 

^ 7 ^ 




THE BAKER 
COMPANY INC 

LABORATORY 
EQUIPMENT 
AND SUPPLIES 

NO-YEAR R&D 
FUNDS 

$23,524.50 

$23,524.50 

11/3/09 

12/2/09 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE -OTHER 

NEW MEXICO 
INSTITUTE Of 
MINING AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

ENGINEERING 

(APPLIED/EXPL 

ORATORY) 

NO-YEAR R&O 
FUNDS 

$282,576.74 

$282,576.74 

12/30/09 

12/30/09 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE -OTHER 

ITT CORPORATION 

STUDY/CHEMIC 

AL-BIOLOGICAL 

THREE YEAR R&D 

FUNDS 

$50,439.0) 

$50,439.00 

12/23/09 

3/31/10 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE -OTHER 

GENE CODES 

CORPORATION 

CHEMICAL 

ANAITSIS 

INSTRUMENTS 

THREE YEAR R&D 

FUNDS 

$16,285.00 

$16,285.00 

5/26/10 

6/25/10 

ONLY ONE 

SOURCE - OTHER 
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HUMAN BIONICS 

ILC 

RESEARCH & 

DEVELOPMENT 

HUMAN 

FACTORS/ 

BEHAVIORAL 

SCIENCES 

THREE YEAR RSD 

FUNDS 

$55,000.0) 

$55,0 a ).00 

4/20/10 

7/19/10 

MOBILIZATION, 
ESSENTIAL R&D 

APPLIED 

BIOSYSTEMS, LLC 

FOOT-AND- 

MOUTH 
DISEASE (FMD) 
VACCINE 

IMMUNE 

RESPONSE 

STUDY - BIG 

DYE 

TERMINATOR 

V3.1RR-5(XX)& 
SEQ BUFFER 

THREE YEAR R&D 

FUNDS 

$33,664.00 

$33,664.00 

7/28/10 

7/29/10 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE -OTHER 

UNIVERSITY OF 

MAINE SYSTEM 

COLLEGIATE 

CYBER 

DEFENSE 

COMPETITION 

(NECCDC) 

THREE YEAR R&D 

FUNDS 

$10,000.00 

$10,000.00 

12/29/09 

8/3/10 

ONLY ONE 

SOURCE -OTHER 

BRAN-ART INC 

SAFETY AND 

RESCUE 

EQUIPMENT 

FIVE YEAR FUNDS 

$5,510.00 

$5,510.00 

8/27/10 

9/27/10 

ONLY ONE 

SOURCE -OTHER 

PHILIPS BROTHERS 
ELEaRICAL 
CONTRACTORS, 
INC. 

GENERATORS 
& GENERATOR 
SETS - PLUM 
ISLAND 
ANIMAL 
DISEASE 
CENTER 

NO-YEAR R&D 
FUNDS 

$547,416.00 

$547,416.00 

5/26/10 

9/30/10 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE -OTHER 

MSOSPRO, LLC 

MATERIAL 
SAFETY DATA 
SHEET (MSDS) 
AND OTHER 
INFORMATION 
TECHNOLOGY 
(IT) 

EQUIPMENT 

FIVE YEAR FUNDS 

$8,500.00 

$8,500.00 

9/18/10 

10/31/10 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE -OTHER 

REES SCIENTIFIC 

CORPORATION 

CHEMICAL 

ANALYSIS 

INSTRUMENTS 

THREE YEAR R&O 

FUNDS 

$39,485.95 

$39,485.95 

S/21/10 

11/20/10 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE -OTHER 

INTELLIGENT 
OPTICAL SYSTEMS, 
INC. 

LABORATORY 
EQUIPMENT 
AND SUPPLIES 

THREE YEAR R&D 
FUNDS 

$39,175.00 

$39,175.00 

5/19/10 

12/31/10 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE -OTHER 

ASSOCIATION OF 
PUBLIC HEALTH 
LABORATORIES 

INC 

EDUCATIONAL 
SERVICES - 
SUPPORT TO 

THE RESPONSE 

NAD RECOVERY 

PROGRAM 

THREE YEAR R&D 
FUNDS 

$5o,oa).oo 

$50,000.00 

9/14/2010 

12/51/10 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE -OTHER 
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GORDON 

RESEARCH 

CONFERENCES INC 

STUDY/CHEMiC 

AL-BiOLOGICAL 

THREE YEAR R&D 

FUNDS 

$50,000.00 

$50,000.00 

5/17/2010 

3/25/11 

ONLY ONE 

SOURCE -OTHER 

COUNCIL ON 
COMPETITIVENESS 

ANNUAL 

MEMBERSHIP 
TO THE 

COUNCIL ON 

COMPETITIVEN 
ESS. ON THE 
COUNCIL ON 
COMPETITIVEN 
ESS AND ACT IN 

ACCORDANCE 

WITH 

MANAGEMENT 

DIRECTIVE 

2300 

THREE YEAR R&D 

FUNDS 

$25,000.0) 

$25,000.00 

5/13/10 

5/12/11 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE -OTHER 

BDNA 

CORPORATION 

BDNA 

CORPORATION 

HARDWARE 

AND 

SOFTWARE 

CUSTOM 

CATALOG 

ANNUAL 

SUBSCRIPTION 

FEE 

ANNUAL FUNDING 

$10,197.00 

$10,197.00 

6/23/2010 

6/29/11 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - OTHER 

NATIONAL 
ACADEMY OF 
SCIENCES 

FUNDING FOR 
FEDERAL 
FACILITIES 
COUNCIL 

ANNUAL FUNDING 

$20,000.00 

$20,000,00 

6/28/10 

7/6/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE- OTHER 

NATIONAL 
ACADEMY OF 
SCIENCES 

SCIENTIFIC 
DATA STUDIES 

THREE YEAR R&D 
FUNDS 

$65,000.00 

$65,000.00 

7/29/10 

7/29/11 

MOBILIZATION, 
ESSENTIAL R&D 

BUSINESS-HIGHER 

EDUCATION 

FORUM 

HIGHER 

EDUCATION 

FORUM 

MEMBERSHIP 

FEE 

ANNUAL FUNDING 

$12,500,00 

$12,500.00 

8/24/10 

3/19/11 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE -OTHER 

CBIO INC 

STUOY/CHEMIC 

AL-BIOLOGICAL 

THREE YEAR R&D 
FUNDS 

$991,62a00 

$1,499,061.00 

5/11/10 

5/12/12 

ONLY ONE 

SOURCE -OTHER 
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NATIONAL 

ACADEMY OF 

SCIENCES 

SOCIAL 

SCIENCES- 

MEASURES OF 

EFFECTIVENESS 

FOR 

RESILIENCE 

COMMUMI7Y 

PREPAREDNESS 

AND 

RESIDENCE 

STUDY 

THREE YEAR R&D 
FUNDS 

$225,000.00 

$375,000.00 

6/23/10 

6/22/12 

ONLY ONE 

SOURCE - OTHER 

PARAGON 
TECHNOLOGY 
GROUP, INC, 

REGIONAL 

TECHNOLOGY 

INTEGRATION 

INITIATIVE 

CINCINNATI 

THREE YEAR R&D 

FUNDS 

$1,399,956.8 

0 

$2,434,369.20 

4/28/10 

5/5/13 

AUTHORIZED BY 

STATUTE 

OPEN GEOSPATIAL 

CONSORTIUM INC 

OPEN 

GEOSPATIAL 

CONSORTIUM 

(OGC) 

PRINCIPAL 

MEMBERSHIP 

FEE 

THREE YEAR R&D 
FUNDS 

$55,000.00 

$165,000.00 

6/16/10 

6/30/13 

ONLY ONE 

SOURCE -OTHER 

MCCONNELL 
GROUP, INC. 

DRUGS AND 
BIOLOGICALS, 
VETERINARY 

USE 

THREE YEAR R&D 
FUNDS 

$935,920.00 

$2,996,425.00 

8/16/2010 

8/15/2013 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

TOPAZ 

TECHNOLOGIES, 

LTD. 

SOFTWARE 
UPGRADE FOR 
TOPAZ 
SOFTWARE 
PRODUCTS 
INSTALLED AT 
PIADC. - 
FOREIGN 
ANALMAL 
DISEASES 
PROGRAM 

THREE YEAR R&D 
FUNDS 

$41,000.00 

$216,308.00 

4/1/2010 

3/31/lS 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE -OTHER 

DELL MARKETING 
LIMITED 

PARTNERSHIP 

MICROSOFT 
WINDOWS 
SERVER 
(SOFTWARE) 
FOR PIADC 

FIVE YEAR FUNDS 

$10,332.44 

$10,322.44 

7/9/10 

6/26/15 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE -OTHER 

PERKINELMER 
HEALTH SCIENCES, 
INC 

PREVENTATIVE 

MAINTENANCE 
ON LIQUID 
SCINTILLATION 
ANALYZER 

MODEL 

2250CA-TRI 

CARB 

NO-YEAR R&D 

FUNDS 

$5,712.00 

$31,596.00 

4/15/10 

6/30/15 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE -OTHER 



75 




eCMTRAtT U » r 

BATTELLE 

NATIONAL 

BIODEFENSE 
INSTITUTE, LLC 

STUOY/CHEMiC 

AL-BIOLOGICAL 

NO-YEAR RaO 

FUNDS 

$608,500.00 

$6(»,500.«3 

6/17/10 

6/17/11 

ONLY ONE 

SOURCE -OTHER 

1120 VERMONT 

AVE ASSOCIATES 

LLP 

FACILITIES 

OPERATIONS 

SUPPORT 

ANNUAL FUNDING 

$290,000.00 

$290,000-00 

10/31/09 

3/31/11 

ONLY ONE 

SOURCE-OTHER 

MILLER 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

GROUPING. 

FUEL SPILL 

REMEDIATION 

ON PLUM 

ISLAND 

ANIMAL 

DISEASE 

CENTER 

FIVE YEAR FUNDS 

$8,531.00 

$8,531.00 

4/23/10 

4/23/10 

ONLY ONE 

SOURCE-OTHER 

srv 

CONSTRUCTION, 

INC. 

GENERATORS 

S GENERATOR 

SETS - PLUM 

ISLAND 

ANIMAL 

DISEASE 

CENTER 

NO-YEAR RaO 
FUNDS 

$332,610.00 

$332,610.00 

12/2/09 

5/25/10 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE -OTHER 

STV 

CONSTRUaiON, 

INC. 

GENERATORS 
a GENERATOR 
SETS - PLUM 
ISLAND 
ANIMAL 
DISEASE 
CENTER 

NO-YEAR RaO 
FUNDS 

$665,220.00 

$665,220.00 

12/8/09 

12/8/09 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE -OTHER 

SAYBROOK POINT 
INN, LLC 

LEASE-RENT OF 
PARKING 
FACILITIES 

FIVE YEAR FUNDS 

$77,220.00 

$426,270.00 

4/29/10 

10/31/14 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE -OTHER 


Question: Please provide for the record a list of all contracts over $ I million in total value 
executed by S&T in 2010. Organize by contractor, purpose, dollar award, foil performance 
value, contract start date, contract end date, and contract type (e.g., firmed fixed price, etc.). 

ANSWER: Please see the table below for a list of the Science and Technology 
Directorate’s contracts that are over $1 million in total value. This includes FY 2010 funds 
and prior year funds executed in FY 2010. 
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CHARLES STARK 
DRAPER LABORATORY. 
INC, 

Future Attribute 
Screening 
Technologies 
(FAST) Project 

$12,911,613.00 

$12,911,613.00 

2/1/2010 

11/30/2013 

Cost-plus- 

11xed-fee 

L-3 SERVICES, iNC. 

SAFECON 

Project 

$2,470,475.00 

$15,820,243.00 

2/17/2010 

9/24/201 1 

Cost-plus- 

fixed-fee 

GHC TECHNOLOGIES, 
INC. 

Next 

Generation Bio 
Detection 
Project 

$5,401,690.00 

$5,401,690.00 

6/!/20i0 

5/31/2013 

Cost-pius- 

fixed-fee 

SRI INTERNATIONAL 

Information 

Infrastructure 

Protection 

Program 

$2,080,010.00 

$9,726,876.00 

10/1/2010 

9/30/2012 

Cosl-plus- 

fixed-fee 

UNIVERSITY OF 
CALIFORNIA, LOS 
ANGELES 

First Responder 
Physiological 
Monitoring 
(PHASER) 
Project 

$2,542,866.03 

$2,831,154.03 

6/22/2010 

6/21/2012 

Cost 

XINRAY SYSTEMS LLC 

Multi-Beam 
Field Emissions 
X-Ray Sources 
(MBFEX) 
Project 

$3,187,124.45 

$5,219,046.92 

1 1/30/2009 

12/31/2011 

Fixed-price 

GENVEC, INC. 

FAD Vaccines 
and Diagnostics 
Project 

$4,555,888.00 

$4,555,888.00 

6/30/2012 

1/21/2012 

Cost-plus- 

fixed-fee 

L-3 COMMUNICATIONS 
CORPORATION 

E-Beam CT 
High Speed 
Data 

Acquisition and 
Reconstruction 
Development 
Project 

$3,521,572.00 

$6,842,826.00 

U/2/2010 

11/1/2012 

Cost-phis- 

tlxed-fee 

SRI INTERNATIONAL 

Maritime 
Security 
Technology 
Pilot Project 

$3,699,926.37 

$3,699,926.37 

10/11/2010 

3/10/2012 

Fixed-price 

THE MCCONNELL 
GROUP, INC, 

FAD Vaccines 
& Diagnostics 
Project 

$2,129,926.00 

$2,996,425.00 

8/16/2010 

8/15/2012 

Cost-plus- 

fixed-fee 

THE TRANSLATIONAL 
GENOMICS RESEARCH 
INST'IT'UrE 

Bioforensics 
Operations 
(NBFAC) and 
Bio-threat 
Characterization 
Center (BTCC) 
Project 

$568,297.00 

$1,113,617.00 

8/2/2010 

8/1/2012 

Cost 
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NORTHERN ARIZONA 
UNIVERSITY 

Biotbrensics 
R&D Long 
Term Project 

$1,585,385.00 

$2,060,665.(X) 

7/30/2010 

10/31/2011 

Cost 

URS GROUP, INC. 

Project: 

Blast/Projectile- 

Advanced 

Materials 

Design 

$1,006,403.07 

$1,006,403.07 

7./9/20I0 

7/8./201 1 

Time-and- 

materiais 

LONG ISLAND FORUM 
FOR TECHNOLOGY 

Division; 

Transition 

PPA: 

Transition 
Thrust: 
Transition 
Program: 
TechSHARE 
Project; 
Manufacturing 
Pilot Project 
(HomeTech) 

$2,999, 968.(» 

$2,999,968.00 

7,'’2,''20l0 

1/1/2012 

Fixed-price 

SAIC, INC, 

Incident 
Logistics & 
Resource 
Tracking 
System Project 

$2,821,047.00 

$2,821,047.00 

6/24./2010 

7/1/2011 

Cost-p!us- 

ilxed-fee 

SYAGEN TECHNOLOGY. 
INC. 

Division; 

Explosives 

PPA; 

Explosives 
Division 
Thrust; Counter 
lED 

Program: 
Detection 
Project; Air 
Cargo 

Screening MS 
Explosives 
Trace Detector 
(MS-ETD) 

$1,708,364.00 

$1,708,364.00 

5/25/2010 

9/24/201 1 

Cost-plus- 
fixed- fee 

THE JOHNS HOPKINS 
UNIVERSITY APPLIED 
PHYSICS LABORATORY 
LLC 

Surface 

Transportation 

Project 

$3,063,962.00 

$8,994,257.00 

5/6/2010 

5/5/2012 

Cost-plus- 

fixed-fee 
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PARAGON 

TECHNOLOGY GROUP, 
[NC. 

DHS Exercise 
& Evaluate 
Toolkit Support 
Project 

$1,599,918.80 

$2,634,331.20 

5/6/2010 

5/5/2013 

Time-and- 

materials 

NVS TECHNOLOGIES, 
INC. 

Multi- 
Application 
Multiplex 
Technology 
Platform Project 

$5,021,006.00 

$18,307,266.00 

4/2 1/20 10 

i 0/20/20 13 

Cost-plus- 

tlxed-fee 

LOCKHEED MARTIN 
CORPORATION 

Complex Event 
Modeling 
Simulation and 
Analysis 
(CEMSA) 
Project 

$1,459,661.00 

$6,620,677.00 

4/1/2010 

4/1/2015 

Cost-plu.S' 
fixed- tee 

BENCH MARKING 
PARTNERS, INC. 

Suspicious 

Activity 

Reporting 

Project 

$1,327,440.00 

$1,327,440.00 

.3/2/2010 

5/30/201 1 

Time-and- 

materiais 

DOG GENETICS 

Genetic 

Improvement of 
Explosive 
Detection 
Canines Project 

$248,359.00 

$1,377,014.00 

9/21/2010 

9/20/2015 

Fixed-price 

QUANTUM MAGNETICS, 
INC 

Very Low Cost 
Bio Agent 
Detect Project. 

$1,900,000.00 

$5,565,095.00 

9/21/2010 

9/30/2012 

Cost-plus- 

tlxed-fee 

CIPHER SYSTEMS. LLC 

Bioforensics 

Operations 

(NBFAC) 

Project 

$1,172,574.50 

Sl.l72.574.50 

9/10/2010 

9/16/2011 

Fixed-price 

UNIVERSITY OF 
MISSOURI SYSTEM 

Blast Resistant 
Materials 
Project 

$386,383.00 

$1,057,996.00 

8/1/2010 

7/31/2013 

Fixed-price 




79 


n HT<(XS% 

[ iHktAb 

1 I fi\si 

viiisf. s ivtii 

f 


UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS 
AT AUSTIN 

Explosives 
Detection 
Canine 
Selection and 
Training 
Project; 

$229,477.00 

$1,629,477.00 

7/19/2010 

7/19/2011 

Fixed-price 

APTfMA, INC. 

Conimiinilies of 
Practice Poital 
(Phase III 
SBIR) Project 

$144,460.00 

$1,114,825.00 

7/8/2010 

7/7/2011 

Cost-plus- 

fixed'fee 

IDENTfX 

INCORPORATED 

Mobile 
Biometrics 
Systems Project 

$1,499,391.00 

$1,499,391.00 

7/2/2010 

1/I/20I2 

Cost-plus- 

fixed-fee 

LOCKHEED MARTIN 
CORPORATION 

Multimodal 

Tunnel 

Detection 

Project: 

$1,072,498.00 

$3,936,959.00 

6/15/2010 

6/14/2011 

Cost-plus- 

llxed-fee 

NATIONAL LAW 
ENFORCEMENT 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
SYSTEMS INC 

Integrated Data 
Processing 
Project 

$1,150,407.00 

$1,150,407.00 

6/3/2010 

6/2/2012 

Cost 

CBIO, INC. 

Bioforensics 
R&D Long 
Term Project 

$991,628.00 

$1,499,061.00 

5/13/2010 

5/12/2012 

Fixed-price 

THE BOEING COMPANY 

Complex Event 
Modeling 
Simulation and 
Analysis 
(CEMSA) 
Project 

SI. 409, 999.00 

$9,895,544.00 

4,/27/2010 

4/27/2015 

Cost-plus- 

fixed-fee 

ITT CORPORATION 

Laser 

interrogation of 
Surface Agents 
(USA) Standoff 
Explosives 
Detectors 
(SED) Project 

$2,001,528.00 

$8,944,714.00 

5,/27-'2010 

5/27/2014 

Cost-plus- 

ftxed-fee 
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SRJ INTERNATIONAL 

SRI 

International 

VBIED 

Counter- 

measures 

Project 

$1,298,317.00 

$2,999,037.00 

7/8/2010 

7/12/2011 

Cost-plus- 

fixed-tee 

LOGOS TECHNOLOGIES. 
INC. 

Sensor, Data 
Fusion, & 
Decision Aids 
Project 

$732,042.00 

$2,609,676.00 

3/14/2011 

3/10/2012 

Cost-plus- 

tixed-fee 

OLD DOMINION 
UNIVERSITY RESEARCH 
FOUNDATION 

Urban Tunnel 
Detection 
Project 

$1,618,750.00 

$1,618,750.00 

7/30/2010 

7/30.'20l3 

Cost-plus- 

fixed-fee 

GENERAL ELECTRIC 
COMPANY 

Biometric 
Detector Project 

$1,995,000.00 

$1,995,000.00 

1 0/4/20 10 

I2/30./201 1 

Cost-plus- 

fixed-fee 

NATIONAL ACADEMY 

OF SCIENCES 

Joint Agro 
Defense Office 
(JADO) Project 

$1,42!,9%.00 

$1,421,996.00 

9/I.5./2010 

9/30/2012 

Cost 

KENTUCKY 
BIOPROCESSING, LLC 

Agro Defense 
(Basic 
Research) 
Project 

$430,225.00 

$1,209,442.00 

9/23/2010 

5/31/2011 

Fixed-price 

AMERICAN INSTITUTES 
FOR RESEARCH IN THE 
BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES 

Insider Threat 
Detection 
Project 

$869,417.00 

$1,092,446.00 

9/1/2010 

2/28/2011 

Cost-plus- 

fixed-fee 

DESIGN INTERACTIVE, 
INC, 

Human Systems 
Research and 
Engineering 
Program 

$247,631.00 

$1,606,637.00 

9/17/2010 

9/30/2014 

Cost-plus- 

fixed-fee 


Question: Please provide for the record a list of ail S&T contracts, grants and other 
transactions where work is performed outside ofthe United States. Organize by contractor, 
purpose, dollar award, full performance value, contract start date, and contract end dale. 

ANSWER: Please see the table below for a list of the Science and Technology Directorate’s 
contracts, grants and other transactions where work is performed outside of the United States. 
This includes FY 2010 funds and prior year funds executed In FY 2010. 
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CEIA USA, LLC 

EXPLOSIVES 

DETECTION 

$598,950.00 

$598,950.{X) 

11/9/2009 

6/14/2010 

B.C.B. 

INTERNATIONAL 

LTD 

BOMB 

ASSESSMENT/ 
RENDER SAFE 

$299,940.00 

$299,940.00 

11/3/2009 

2/4/2010 


Question: Please list all S&T SES bonuses provided in 2010 by position, office, and bonus 
amount. 


1 s-r . : ' ^T. • ■ 

Position Title 

Office 

Amount 

Chief of Staff 

Office of the Under Secretary 

$ 8,986 

Division Head, Command, Control, and 
Interoperability Division 

Command, Control, and 
Interoperability Division 

$0 

Director, Test & Evaluations & 

Standards 

Test & Evaluations & Standards 

$ 15,489 

Division Head, Infrastructure and 
Geophysical Division 

Infrastructure and Geophysical 
Division 

$ 13,166 

Division Head, Borders and Maritime 
Security Division 

Borders and Maritime Security 
Division 

$ 13,077 

Division Head, Chemical & Biological 
Division 

Chemical & Biological Division 

$ 8,778 

Director of Transition 

Transition 

$8,718 

Director of Innovation/I ISARPA 

I nno vat i on/H S ARP A 

$13,478 

Division Head, Human Factors Division 

Human Factors Division 

$13,478 

Division Head, Explosives Division 

Explosives Division 

$ 8,695 

Director. Strategy Policy and Budget 
Division 

Strategy Policy and Budget Division 

$ 17,970 

Director, International Cooperative 
Programs Division 

International Cooperative Programs 
Division 

$0 

Director. First Responders Division * 

First Responders Division 

N/A 


* Employee who received N/A was not eligible for a bonus because the person did not 
have 90 days of service with S&T. 

Question: Please provide a table showing how much is requested in the 2012 budget for 
bonuses for S&T political employees, SES employees, and non-SES employees. 
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Category 

Amount of Money 

Political 

$0* 

SES 

$178,427 

Non-SES 

$1,404,338 


♦Political Appointees cannot receive awards. 

Question: Please list by office and pay grade level the number of non-SES employees who 
received a bonus or quality step increase (qsi) in 2010, the total bonus/qsi expenditures for 
the particular office and pay grade, and the total number of employees in the office and pay 
grade. 


ANSWER: 


sAI OHkc ! fVP ’ (•radefSiep Iviu ‘^mouro 


Office of the Under Secretary 

GS 

14/6 

Bonus 

$3,682 

Office of the Under Secretaiy 

GS 

14/5 

Bonus 

$3,577 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


2 


$7,259 

Office of the Under Secretary 

GS 

13/01 

Bonus 

$2,671 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$2,671 

Office of the Under Secretary 

GS 

11/01 

Bonus 

$0 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$0 

Research 

ST 

00/00 

Bonus 

$10,000 

Total Employees/ Awards by Grade 


1 


$10,000 

Research 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,000 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$4,000 

Office of National Laboratories 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Office of National Laboratories 

GS 

15/9 

Bonus 

$8,000 

Office of National Laboratories 

GS 

15/8 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Office of National Laboratories 

GS 

15/7 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Office of National Laboratories 

GS 

15/7 

Bonus 

$2,970 

Office of National Laboratories 

GS 

15/6 

Bonus 

$4,332 

Office of National Laboratories 

GS 

15/4 

Bonus 

$4,208 

Office of National Laboratories 

GS 

15/4 

Bonus 

$4,084 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


8 


$36,599 

Office of National Laboratories 

GS 

14/7 

Bonus 

$2,385 

Office of National Laboratories 

GS 

14/6 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Office of National Laboratories 

GS 

14/6 

Bonus 

$2,455 

Office of National Laboratories 

GS 

14/6 

Bonus 

$3,481 
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Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


4 


$12,656 

Office of University Programs 

SL 

00/00 

Bonus 

$7,500 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


S7,500 

Office of University Programs 

GS 

15/8 

QSl 

$0 

Office of University Programs 

GS 

15/6 

Bonus 

$3,610 

Office of University Programs 

GS 

15/6 

Bonus 

$4,229 

Office of University Programs 

GS 

15/5 

Bonus 

$4,208 

Office of University Programs 

GS 

15/4 

Bonus 

$3,419 

Office of University Programs 

GS 

15/2 

Bonus 

$3,836 

Office of University Programs 

GS 

15/1 

Bonus 

$2,475 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


7 


$21,777 

Counter-Improvised Explosives Devices 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Counter-Improvised Explosives Devices 

GS 

15/4 

Bonus 

$2,723 

Total Employecs/Awards by Grade 


2 


$7,058 

Innovation/Homeland Security Advance 
Research 

ST 

00/00 

Bonus 

$7,500 

Innovation/Homeland Security Advance 
Research 

ST 

00/00 

Bonus 

$7,000 

Innovation/Homeland Security Advance 
Research 

ST 

00/00 

Bonus 

$5,000 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


3 


$19,500 

Innovation/Homeland Security Advance 
Research 

AD 

00/00 

Bonus 

$4,959 

Innovation/Homeland Security Advance 
Research 

AD 

00/00 

Bonus 

$6,000 

Innovation/Homeland Security Advance 
Research 

AD 

00/00 

Bonus 

$6,000 

Innovation/Homeland Security Advance 
Research 

AD 

00/00 

Bonus 

$4,598 

Innovation/Homeland Security Advance 
Research 

AD 

00/00 

Bonus 

$3,234 

Innovation/Homeland Security Advance 
Research 

AD 

00/00 

Bonus 

$4,611 

Innovation/Ilomeland Security Advance 
Research 

AD 

00/00 

Bonus 

$4,959 

Innovation/Homeiand Security Advance 
Research 

AD 

00/00 

Bonus 

$3,160 
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Innovation/Homeland Security Advance 
Research 

AD 

00/00 

Bonus 

$4,959 

Innovafion/Homeland Security Advance 
Research 

AD 

00/00 

Bonus 

$4,959 

Innovation/Homeland Security Advance 
Research 

AD 

00/00 

Bonus 

$3,306 

Innovation/Homeland Security Advance 
Research 

AD 

00/00 

Bonus 

$4,61 1 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


12 


$55,356 

Innovation/Homeland Security Advance 
Research 

GS 

14/10 

Bonus 

$4,103 

Innovation/Hometand Security Advance 
Research 

GS 

14/05 

Bonus 

$3,577 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


2 


$7,680 

Transition 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Transition 

GS 

15/04 

Bonus 

$2,723 

Transition 

GS 

15/03 

Bonus 

$3,960 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


3 


$11,018 

Transition 

GS 

14/01 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$4,335 

Transition 

GS 

12/05 

Bonus 

$2,546 

Transition 

GS 

12/02 

Bonus 

$3,868 

Transition 

GS 

12/02 

Bonus 

$0 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


3 


$6,414 

Operations Analysis Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Operations Analysis Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$3,500 

Operations Analysis Division 

GS 

15/09 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Operations Analysis Division 

GS 

15/08 

Bonus 

$4,000 

Operations Analysis Division 

GS 

15/08 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Operations Analysis Division 

GS 

15/07 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


6 


$24,840 

Operations Analysis Division 

GS 

12/01 

Bonus 

$1,500 

Operations Analysis Division 

GS 

12/01 

Bonus 

$1,500 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


2 


$3,000 

Operations Analysis Division 

GS 

07/01 

Bonus 

$2,000 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$2,000 

Corporate Communication Division 

SL 

00/00 

Bonus 

$0 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$0 





85 






Corporate Communication Division 

os 

15/07 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Corporate Communication Division 

GS 

15/03 

Bonus 

$3,960 

Total Emplovces/Awards by Grade 


2 


$8,295 

Corporate Communication Division 

GS 

14/10 

Bonus 

$4,103 

Corporate Communication Division 

GS 

14/07 

Bonus 

$3,788 

Corporate Communication Division 

GS 

14/04 

Bonus 

$2,315 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


3 


$10,206 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

15/09 

Bonus 

$3,110 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

15/08 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

15/07 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

15/07 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

15/07 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Business Operations Division 

GS 


Bonus 

$0 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

15/07 

Bonus 

$2,970 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

15/05 

Bonus 

$4,208 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

15/05 

Bonus 

$4,208 

Business Operations Division 

GS 




Business Operations Division 

GS 


Bonus 

$2,805 1 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

15/05 

Bonus 


Business Operations Division 

GS 




Business Operations Division 

GS 




Business Operations Division 

GS 




Business Operations Division 

GS 


Bonus 

$1,238 

Business Operations Division 

GS 


Bonus 

$3,713 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


18 


$59,191 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

14/10 

Bonus 


Business Operations Division 

GS 

14/10 

Bonus 

$4,103 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

14/10 

Bonus 

$4,103 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

14/10 

Bonus 

HiM 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

14/10 

Bonus 

$4,103 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

14/09 

Bonus 

$2,665 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

14/08 

Bonus 

$3,200 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

14/07 

Bonus 

$2,525 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

14/04 

Bonus 

$2,315 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

14/04 

Bonus 

$3,472 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

14/01 

Bonus 

$4,000 

Business Operations Division 

OS 

14/01 

Bonus 

$3,156 
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Business Operations Division 

GS 

09/01 

Bonus 

$1,300 

Business Operations Division 

GS 

09/01 

Bonus 

$1,033 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


7 


$5,682 

International Cooperative Programs 

Division 

SL 

00/00 

Bonus 

$5,000 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$5,000 

International Cooperative Programs 

Division 

GS 

15/07 

Bonus 

$0 

Total Employees/ Awards by Grade 


1 


$0 

International Cooperative Programs 

Division 

GS 

14/06 

Bonus 

$3,682 

International Cooperative Programs 

Division 

GS 

14/04 

Bonus 

$3,472 

International Cooperative Programs 

Division 

GS 

14/03 

Bonus 

so 

International Cooperative Programs 

Division 

GS 

14/02 

Bonus 

$3,262 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


4 


$10,416 

International Cooperative Programs 

Division 

GS 

13/4 

Bonus 

$2,938 

International Cooperative Programs 

Division 

GS 

13/1 

Bonus 

$2,671 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


2 


$5,609 

International Cooperative Programs 

Division 

GS 

12/1 

Bonus 

$2,246 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$2,246 

International Cooperative Programs 

Division 

GS 

9/1 

Bonus 

$0 

International Cooperative Programs 

Division 

GS 

9/1 

Bonus 

$0 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


2 


so 

Interagency Programs Division 

ST 

00/00 

Bonus 

$5,000 

Interagency Programs Division 

ST 

00/00 

Bonus 

$0 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


2 


$5,000 

interagency Programs Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Interagency Programs Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$2,957 

Interagency Programs Division 

GS 

15/09 

Bonus 

$3,110 

Interagency Programs Division 

GS 

15/09 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Interagency Programs Division 

GS 

15/09 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Interagency Programs Division 

GS 

15/06 

Bonus 

$2,166 

Interagency Programs Division 

GS 

15/05 

Bonus 

$4,208 
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Interagency Programs Division 

GS 

15/05 

Bonus 

$3,506 

Interagency Programs Division 

GS 

15/05 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Interagency Programs Division 

GS 

15/04 

Bonus 

$4,084 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


10 


$37,371 

Special Programs Division 

SL 

00/00 

Bonus 

$0 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$0 

Special Programs Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Special Programs Division 

OS 

15/06 

Bonus 

$4,332 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


2 


$8,667 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

15/09 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

15/08 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

15/08 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

15/06 

Bonus 

$2,888 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

15/05 

QSl 

$0 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

15/05 

Bonus 

$4,208 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

15/05 

Bonus 

$0 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

15/05 

Bonus 

$4,208 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

15/05 

Bonus 

$4,208 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

15/04 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

15/03 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


11 


$37,187 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

14/10 

Bonus 

$2,671 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

14/08 

Bonus 

$3,801 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

14/05 

Bonus 

$3,493 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

14/04 

Bonus 

$2,260 

Strategy. Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

14/04 

Bonus 

$0 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

14/04 

Bonus 

$2,123 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

14/04 

osi 

$0 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

14/02 

Bonus 

$2,750 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

14/02 

Bonus 

$2,123 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

14/01 

Bonus 

$2,054 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

14/01 

Bonus 

$4,000 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


11 


$25,275 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

13/04 

Bonus 

$2,938 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

13/02 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

13/01 

Bonus 

$890 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

13/01 

Bonus 

$1,500 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division | GS | 

13/01 

Bonus 

$2,000 
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Total Employecs/Awards by Grade 


5 


Sll,663 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

12/02 

Bonus 

$1,547 

Total Entployees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$1,547 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

11/05 

Bonus 

$2,500 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

11/02 

Bonus 

$0 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

11/01 

Bonus 

$1,249 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


3 


$3,749 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

09/04 

Bonus 

$1,136 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$1,136 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

08/05 

Bonus 

$2,000 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

08/01 

Bonus 

$1,500 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

08/01 

Bonus 

N/A 

Strategy, Policy & Budget Division 

GS 

08/01 

Bonus 

$1,500 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


4 


$5,000 

Tests & Evaluation and Standards Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$3,110 

Tests & Evaluation and Standards Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Tests & Evaluation and Standards Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Tests & Evaluation and Standards Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Tests & Evaluation and Standards Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Tests & Evaluation and Standards Division 

GS 

15/03 

Bonus 

$2,640 

Tests & Evaluation and Standards Division 

GS 

15/07 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Tests & Evaluation and Standards Division 

GS 

15/07 

Bonus 

$4,332 

Tests & Evaluation and Standards Division 

GS 

15/07 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Tests & Evaluation and Standards Division 

GS 

15/06 

Bonus 

$4,332 

Tests & Evaluation and Standards Division 

GS 

15/06 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Tests & Evaluation and Standards Division 

GS 

15/05 

Bonus 

$4,208 





90 


>; S ; Siriit ' fff { ({radtuSh;! ; 


Tests & Evaluation and Standards Division 

GS 

15/04 

Bonus 

$2,723 

Tests & Evaluation and Standards Division 

GS 

15/04 

Bonus 

$1,361 

Tests & Evaluation and Standards Division 

GS 

15/02 

Bonus 

$2,558 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


15 


$55,609 

Tests & Evaluation and Standards Division 

GS 

09/01 

Bonus 

$1,549 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$1,549 

Command, Control & Interoperability 
Division 

ST 

1 

Bonus 

$5,000 

Total Eraployees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$5,000 

Command, Control & Interoperability 
Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Command, Control & Interoperability 
Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Command, Control & Interoperability 
Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Command, Control & Interoperability 
Division 

GS 

1.5/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Command, Control & Interoperability 
Division 

GS 

15/08 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Command. Control & Interoperability 
Division 

GS 

15/07 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Command, Control & Interoperability 
Division 

GS 

15/07 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Command. Control & Interoperability 
Division 

GS 

15/06 

Bonus 

$4,332 

Command, Control & Interoperability 
Division 

OS 

15/06 

Bonus 

$4,332 

Command, Control & Interoperability 
Division 

GS 

15/06 

Bonus 

.$4,332 

Command, Control & Interoperability 
Division 

GS 

15/05 

Bonus 

$4,208 

Command, Control & Interoperability 
Division 

GS 

15/02 

Bonus 

$3,836 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


12 


$51,385 
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Command, Control & Interoperability 
Division 

GS 

14/10 

Bonus 

$4,103 

Command, Control & Interoperability 
Division 

GS 

14/03 

Bonus 

$3,367 

Command, Control & Interoperability 
Division 

GS 

14/03 

Bonus 

$3,367 

Command, Control & Interoperability 
Division 

GS 

14/02 

Bonus 

$3,262 

Total Emplovees/Awards by Grade 


4 


$14,099 

Command, Control & Interoperability 
Division 

GS 

13/01 

Bonus 

$2,671 

Total Emplovees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$2,671 

Command, Control & Interoperability 
Division 

GS 

12/04 

Bonus 

$2,471 

Command, Control & Interoperability 
Division 

GS 

12/01 

Bonus 

$2,246 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


2 


$4,717 

Infrastructure & Geophysical Division 

ST 

00/00 

Bonus 

$7,500 

Total Emplovees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$7,500 

Infrastructure & Geophysical Division 

GS 

15/08 

Bonus 

$3,053 

Infrastructure & Geophysical Division 

GS 

15/08 

osi 

$0 

Infrastructure & Geophysical Division 

GS 

15/07 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Infrastructure & Geophysical Division 

GS 

15/05 

Bonus 

$3,857 

Infrastructure & Geophysical Division 

GS 

15/05 

Bonus 

$3,867 

Total Employees/ Awards by Grade 


5 


$15,112 

Infrastructure & Geophysical Division 

GS 

14/08 

Bonus 

$2,595 

Total Emplovees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$2,595 

Explosives Division 

ST 

00/00 

Bonus 

$5,000 

Total Eraployees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$5,000 

Explosives Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$3,110 

Explosives Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Explosives Division 

GS 

15/08 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Explosives Division 

GS 

15/07 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Explosives Division 

GS 

15/07 

Bonus 

$2,970 

Explosives Division 

GS 

15/06 

Bonus 

$2,888 

Explosives Division 

GS 

15/06 

Bonus 

$2,888 

Explosives Division 

GS 

15/04 

Bonus 

$2,723 

Explosives Division 

GS 

15/03 

QSI 

$0 
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Explosives Division 

GS 

15 o: 

Bonus 

$1,000 

Explosives Division 

GS 

15/01 

Bonus 

$0 

Total Eraployees/Awards by Grade 


11 


$28,584 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

ST 

00/00 

Bonus 

$7,500 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

ST 

00/01 

Bonus 

$0 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

ST 

00/02 

Bonus 

$5,000 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

ST 

00/03 

Bonus 

$7,000 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


4 


$19,500 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$3,110 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/9 

Bonus 

$3,110 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/7 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/7 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/6 

Bonus 

$2,888 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/6 

OSI 

$0 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/6 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/5 

Bonus 

$4,208 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/5 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/4 

OSI 

$0 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/4 

Bonus 

$2,723 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/3 

OSI 

$0 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/3 

Bonus 

$3,960 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/3 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/2 

Bonus 

$0 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/2 

Bonus 

$2,558 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/2 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

15/2 

OSI 

$0 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


20 


$57,237 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

14/4 

Bonus 

$2,315 

Total Employecs/Awards by Grade 


1 


$2,315 

Chemical/ Biological Division 

GS 

12/01 

Bonus 

$1,497 

Total Employecs/Awards by Grade 


1 


$1,497 

Borders and Maritime Security Division 

ST 

00/00 

Bonus 

$7,500 

Total Employees/ Awards by Grade 1 

1 


$7,500 
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Borders and Maritime Security Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$3,110 

Borders and Maritime Security Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Borders and Maritime Security Division 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Borders and Maritime Security Division 

GS 

15/7 

OSl 

SO 

Borders and Maritime Security Division 

GS 

15/7 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Borders and Maritime Security Division 

GS 

15/6 

Bonus 

$4,332 

Borders and Maritime Security Division 

GS 

15/6 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Borders and Maritime Security Division 

GS 

15/4 

Bonus 

$2,723 

Total Employces/Awards by Grade 


8 


$27,505 

Borders and Maritime Security Division 

GS 

14/3 

Bonus 

$3,500 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$3,500 

Human Factors Division 

ST 

1 

Bonus 

$5,000 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$5,000 

Human Factors Division 

GS 

15/9 

Bonus 

$2,333 

Human Factors Division 

GS 

15/8 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Human Factors Division 

GS 

15/7 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Human Factors Division 

GS 

15/7 

Bonus 

$0 

Human Factors Division 

GS 

15/6 

Bonus 

$0 

Human Factors Division 

GS 

15/5 

Bonus 

$4,208 

Human Factors Division 

GS 

15/4 

Bonus 

$0 

Human Factors Division 

GS 

15/3 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Human Factors Division 

GS 

15/3 

Bonus 

$0 

Human Factors Division 

GS 

15/3 

Bonus 

$0 

Human Factors Division 

GS 

15/2 

Bonus 

$3,836 

Fluman Factors Division 

GS 

15/2 

Bonus 

$3,836 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


12 


$27,218 

T ransportation Security Labs 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$3,110 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 
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Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$1,555 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

15/9 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

15/9 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

15/8 

Bonus 

$2,993 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

15/8 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

15/7 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

15/7 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

15/7 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

15/7 

Bonus 

$2,912 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

15/7 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

15/7 

Bonus 

$2,912 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

15/6 

Bonus 

$4,247 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

15/4 

Bonus 

$2,669 

Transportation Security L.abs 

GS 

15/4 

Bonus 

$2,669 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

15/3 

Bonus 

$3,883 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

15/1 

Bonus 

$3,640 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


19 


$69,605 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/10 

Bonus 

$1,341 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/10 

Bonus 

$4,023 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/10 

Bonus 

$2,682 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/10 

Bonus 

$1,341 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/10 

Bonus 

$2,682 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/10 

Bonus 

$2,682 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/10 

Bonus 

$1,341 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/10 

Bonus 

$4,023 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/9 

Bonus 

$2,613 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/7 

Bonus 

$0 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/7 

Bonus 

$1,238 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/7 

Bonus 

$3,713 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/7 

Bonus 

$2,476 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/7 

Bonus 

$3,713 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/6 

Bonus 

$2,407 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/6 

Bonus 

$3,610 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/5 

Bonus 

$3,507 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/4 

Bonus 

$2,269 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/4 

Bonus 

$1,135 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/4 

Bonus 

$3,404 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/2 

Bonus 

$2,132 
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Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/2 

Bonus 

$3,198 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/1 

Bonus 

$3,095 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

14/1 

Bonus 

$3,095 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


24 


$61,720 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

13/9 

Bonus 

$2,211 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

13/7 

Bonus 

$3,142 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

13/7 

Bonus 

$1,047 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

13/6 

Bonus 

$2,037 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

13/6 

Bonus 

$2,037 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

13/5 

Bonus 

$1,979 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

13/4 

Bonus 

$1,920 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


7 


$14,373 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

12/6 

Bonus 

$1,713 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

12/2 

Bonus 

$1,517 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

2 


$3,230 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

11/8 

Bonus 

$2,266 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

11/6 

Bonus 

$1,429 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

11/4 

Bonus 

$2,021 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


3 


$5,716 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

9/7 

Bonus 

$1,822 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

9/7 

Bonus 

$1,215 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

9/6 

Bonus 

$591 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


3 


$3,628 

Transportation Security Labs 

GS 

8/4 

Bonus 

$1,008 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$1,008 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

15/8 

Bonus 

$4,335 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

15/4 

Bonus 

$4,232 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


3 


$12,902 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

14/7 

Bonus 

$1,308 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

14/7 

Bonus 

$3,925 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

14/6 

Bonus 

$2,544 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

14/6 

Bonus 

$2,544 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

14/5 

Bonus 

$2,471 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

14/4 

Bonus 

$3,598 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

14/4 

Bonus 

$3,598 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

14/3 

Bonus 

$3,489 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

14/2 

Bonus 

$2,253 
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Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


9 


$25,730 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

13/9 

Bonus 

$2,337 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

13/5 

Bonus 

$3,137 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

13/3 

Bonus 

$2,952 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

13/3 

Bonus 

$2,952 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

13/2 

Bonus 

$2,860 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

13/2 

Bonus 

$2,860 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

13/1 

Bonus 

$2,768 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

7 


$19,866 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

12/10 

Bonus 

$2,017 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

12/9 

Bonus 

$1,965 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

12/8 

Bonus 

$2,871 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

12/7 

Bonus 

$931 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

12/6 

Bonus 

$1,810 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

12/2 

Bonus 

$2,405 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

12/2 

Bonus 

$2,405 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

12/1 

Bonus 

$2,328 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


8 


$16,732 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

9/8 

Bonus 

$1,320 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$1,320 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

GS 

8/1 

Bonus 

$1,453 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 

Bonus 

$1,453 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

WG 

6/5 

Bonus 

$998 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

WG 

6/5 

Bonus 

$1,685 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

WG 

6/4 

Bonus 

$1,997 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

WG 

6/4 

Bonus 

$998 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

WG 

6/3 

Bonus 

$1,435 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

WG 

6/3 

Bonus 

$1,560 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

WG 

6/2 

Bonus 

$915 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

WG 

6/2 

Bonus 

$1,373 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


8 


$10,961 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

WG 

5/2 

Bonus 

$874 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$874 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

15/10 

Bonus 

$1,555 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

15/9 

Bonus 

$3,110 
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The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

15/8 

Bonus 

$4,335 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

15/6 

Bonus 

$1,453 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

15/5 

Bonus 

$4,232 

Total Employces/Awards by Grade 


5 


$14,685 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

14/9 

Bonus 

$1,345 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

14/7 

Bonus 

$3,925 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

un 

Bonus 

$1,962 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

14/7 

Bonus 

$2,544 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

14/5 

Bonus 

$2,471 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

14/3 

Bonus 

$3,137 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


6 


$15,384 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

13/10 

Bonus 

$1,199 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

13/8 

Bonus 

$3,414 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

13/6 

Bonus 

$1,882 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

13/1 

Bonus 

$2,768 

Total Employces/Awards by Grade 


4 


$9,263 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

12/10 

Bonus 

$1,009 

The National Llrban Security Technology- 
Laboratory 

GS 

12/9 

Bonus 

$2,948 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

12/8 

Bonus 

$1,914 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

12/8 

Bonus 

$957 
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WP t ... 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

12/7 

Bonus 

$931 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

12/1 

Bonus 

$2,328 

Total Emplovees/Awards by Grade 


6 


$10,087 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

n/10 

Bonus 

$673 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

n/io 

Bonus 

$841 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

11/9 

Bonus 

$1,597 

Total Employees/ Awards by Grade 


3 


$3,111 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

9/10 

Bonus 

$695 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

9/5 

Bonus 

$588 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


2 


$1,283 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

8/10 

Bonus 

$1,889 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$1,889 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

7/8 

Bonus 

$1,618 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$1,618 

The National Urban Security Technology 
Laboratory 

GS 

6/10 

Bonus 

$512 

Total Employees/Awards by Grade 


1 


$512 


Question 20: Please provide for the record a table that shows all fimds expended by S&T 
political employees for travel in 2010. Include name of individual traveling, purpose of 
travel, location(s) visited, and total cost. 





MATTHEW 

BRENNAN 

Escorting U/S on Lab Site Visit. 

Mission Critical 

KANSAS CITY. 

MO 

$637.52 

MATTHEW 

BRENNAN 

Support to the Under Secretar>'’s 
mission critical trip to NY to visit 
customers (Port Authority and NYPD) 
and NUSTL. 

NEW YORK 
CITY-ALL 
BOROUGH, NY 

$974.88 
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TARA 

O’TOOLE 

TARA 

O’TOOLE 


TARA 

O’TOOLE 

TARA 

O’TOOLE 


Mission critical; Under Secretarv' will tour 
proposed Lab site and meet with Senators 

and other otTicials. 

Mission critical: Working meetings/tour 
New York Police Department facilities 
(WTC Site Tour, Including PATH 
Resilient Tunnel Construction; NYPD 
Lower Manhattan Security Initiative 

Coordination Center, etc.) 

Mission critical: Trip to UK to visit S&T 

Interests. 

Tour southern borders and meetings with 
Representative Chet Edwards and visit 
Texas A&M University. Mission Critical 
trip to SW Border Interests. 


KANSAS CITY, 
MO 


NEW YORK, NY 


LONDON, UK 


COLLEGE 
STATION, TX 


$557.82 


$9,711.91 


$1,719.91 


TARA Mission critical visit to FLETC to further 

O’TOOLE S&T interests. 

TARA Mission critical to Attend Bioscience and 

O’TOOLE Biosecurity Priorities Conference 

TARA Mission critical: Tour Lawrence 

O’TOOLE Livermore National Laboratory and 

meeting with Dr. Brian Arthur on July 21 

TARA Mission critical: Trip to the United 

O’TOOLE Kingdom to support Dep See Lute in 

meetings 


JACKSONVILLE, 
FL 

CHICAGO. IL 

SAN 

FRANCISCO, CA 


LONDON, UK 


$1,178.08 


$6,906.56 
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TARA 

O’TOOLE 

Mission critical: Attend Innovation 
Demands Boldness: A New Workshop 
Series on Innovation in Science and 
Technology - Arizona State Univei^ity. 

SCOTTSDALE, 

AZ 

$1,171.52 

TARA 

O’TOOLE 

This document was automatically created 
because the original document was 
canceled and there were transaction fees 
associated with it. 

SINGAPORE, UK 

$35.59 

TARA 

O’TOOLE 

Local Travel 

Local Travel 

$35.23 

TARA 

O’TOOLE 

Local Travel 

Local Iravel 

$21.23 

TARA 

O’TOOLE 

Local Travel 

Local Travel 

$45.23 

TARA 

O’TOOLE 

Local Travel 

Local Travel 

$77.93 

TARA 

O’TOOLE 

Local Travel 

Local Travel 

$59.23 

TOTAL FOR TARA O'TOOLE 


$26, 785.62 


Question: Please provide unobligated balances within S&T by appropriation account, and 
when you anticipate that they will be expended. 

ANSWER: 

SaSiiQSrt t ■uMomi Pinw \eTBnhwai Asaf ^wil HLWlt 




Unobligated 

Total 




Commitments 

Uncommitted 

Unobligated 


FY 2003 


0 

1,055,286 

1,055.286 








FY 2004 


0 

1,762.041 

1,762,041 








FY 2005 


0 

1,945,840 

1,945,840 








FY2006 


0 

7,047,594 

7,047,594 








FY 2007 


285,346 

3,848,007 

4,133.353 








FY 2008 


429,030 

6.132,211 

6.561,241 








FY2009 


7.839,643 

32,060,257 

39,899,900 
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FY2010 


26,346.880 

8,010,084 

34,356,964 








Total FY 2003-2010 


34,900,899** 

61,861,320* 

96,762,219 



*Tlie FY 201 1 Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act includes a rescission of 
$60,600,000, which will be taken from uncommitted funds. We estimate that at least $1-2 
million must remain to avoid Anti Deficiency Act violations as prior year contracts are 
closed out. 

*♦ The remaining funds have been committed and contract actions are taking place. Those 
funds will be obligated within the next six months. 

Question: H.R. 1 included a suhstantial, half-billion dollar cut to S&T. If anything, this 
demonstrated that many Members place a relatively lower priority on the Directorate’s work 
when compared to other Components, What is S&T doing to improve communications about 
its research work and to demonstrate the Directorate's contributions to the homeland security 
mission? 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) is going to focus both on 
making sure that current projects are communicated more effectively, and that future projects 
strengthen America’s security and resiliency by continuing to provide innovative technology 
solutions for the Homeland Security Enterprise. S&T has found many projects are presented 
by performers to its customers with no acknowledgement of S&T’s funding and guidance. To 
overcome this, S&T is implementing contractual language that will require performers to 
acknowledge our investments in their presentations and on prototype devices. 

To ensure that our internal and external customers fully understand the services and solutions 
S&T can provide, S&T has begun to improve our Integrated Product Team (IPT) process, 
and created the Homeland Security Enterprise and First Responders Group (FRG). The goal 
of FRG is to consolidate S&T’s engagement with the emergency preparedness and response 
community within one organizational unit so as to gain visibility and coordination on all first 
responder efforts. The changes to the IPT process will be designed to increase the level of 
component’s participation in selection of our projects and select projects which have greater 
.strategic value. By doing this, we expect to have more impactful transitions that our 
customers will want to speak about publicly. To better inform and interact with Congress, 
S&T is placing a renewed focus on industry days, demonstration activities with DHS 
components, and briefings and roundtables at both staffer and representative levels. 

Question: S&T is currently working with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) to use existing high-frequency surface wave radars (HFSWRs) on 
U.S. coasts to detect small vessels. By leveraging radars used to mea,sures ocean w'aves and 
currents for the purposes of closing or mitigating a vulnerable pathway into the United 
States, S&T could potentially save taxpayer dollars and provide a substantial homeland 
security benefit to the United States. Please describe: 


(1) the status of this effort 
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ANSWER: The first real time High-Frequency Surface Wave Radar (HFSWR) vessel 
detection process is currently being tested using an HFSWR that is operated by the Rutgers 
University. This test is evaluating newly improved real-time detection algorithms. These 
algorithms have recently been converted to run in real-time as part of the Navy Littoral 
Expeditionary Autonomous Power Buoy (LEAP) program. Vessel detection software 
development to refine position reports and to incorporate multi-static radar detections is 
currently underway as part of LEAP. LEAP has also delivered sample data files and data 
format descriptions to enable the Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) to develop 
small vessel location software. S&T will use quantitative results of evaluations to provide 
feedback for refinement of vessel detection algorithms. S&T will also use these quantitative 
results to determine how initial vessel position data generated by HFSWR will be used in the 
production of vessel reports. 

In 2012, S&T will conduct field testing of an operational data fusion engine to determine 
performance of maritime vessel track fusion at the unclassified level. This capability should 
produce vessel tracks using vessel position reports generated by newly developed near real- 
time (HFSWR) vessel detection software, with distribution to users at the unclassified level. 
This new prototype capability will also serve as a data source for other maritime domain 
awareness applications operating at higher security levels. 

(2) The Directorate's assessment of the potential impact of this capability — e.g. to what 
degree would this address the small vessel security threat? Would this be a 100 percent 
solution or useful only in certain areas of the U.S. coast? 

ANSWER: HFSWR follows the ocean surface and can detect vessels over the visible 
horizon. Vessels detected must exceed a critical height of at least a quarter of a wavelength 
high; that is approximately 3 to 6 meters for vessels of interest. Additional sensors including 
acoustic sensors will allow detection of vessels smaller than this critical height. 

Effectiveness of HFSWR also depends on the extent of coverage. There are currently areas of 
the U.S. coast that have no HFSWR coverage. The proposed National HF Radar Plan, led by 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, provides a path to nearly 100 percent 
coverage of U.S. coastal waters with the exception of some parts of Alaska, Hawaii, and the 
Caribbean through the addition of 208 radars over a five year period. 

The S&T Port and Coastal Surveillance Improvement project will conduct additional 
technology developments of appropriately screened and selected sensors, including acoustic 
sensors that address key capability shortfalls for small vessel tracking (both cooperative and 
non-cooperative) by improving the probability of detection and enabling future capabilities 
for automatic target detection and recognition algorithms. 

(3) The timeline in which the Directorate envisions research, development, and deployment 
of this capability. 

ANSWER: In 201 1, S&T plans to develop software that uses HFSWR position data to 
produce vessel reports near real-time and conduct a test to assess our capability to detect 
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small vessels. S&T also plans to develop an unclassified data fusion engine to network near 
real-time vessel position reports generated by newly developed vessel detection algorithms 
that will, upon successful demonstration and assessment, ultimately operate on the existing 
NOAA HFSWR network. In FY 201 1 , S&T plans to demonstrate real-time bi-static HF 
Radar vessel detections at the New York Harbor entrance site, augmenting the LEAP 
program work. 

In 2012, S&T will conduct field testing of the data fusion engine to determine its ability to 
fuse maritime tracks at the unclassified level, to produce vessel tracks using vessel position 
reports generated by newly developed near real-time vessel detection software, and to 
distribute these to users at the unclassified level. This new prototype capability will also 
serve as a data source for other maritime domain awareness applications operating at higher 
security levels. 

The system will be delivered to the U.S. Coast Guard Maritime Intelligence Fusion Center, 
Atlantic in Dam Neck, VA within 24 months. 

Question: The Navy is funding development of a “littoral sensor grid” using buoys 
equipped with multiple sensors to detect water and weather patterns as well as radiation. Is 
S&T engaged in any collaboration with this research to support homeland security missions 
that might use such platforms? 

ANSWER: Yes, the Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) is collaborating with the 
Navy Littoral Expeditionary Autonomous Power (LEAP) Buoy program. LEAP is 
leveraging S&T technical developments including the High Frequency Surface Wave Radar 
(FIFSWR) vessel detection algorithms and the Shipboard Automatic Identification System 
(AIS) and Radar Contact Reporting (SARCR) system, SARCR is an S&T project that uses 
equipment installed on commercial or U.S Coast Guard (USCG) vessels to collect and send 
radar and AIS data back to collection centers via satellite, 

S&T will provide LEAP developers with quantitative ground truth for testing and improving 
HFSWR vessel detection. S&T will use HFSWR vessel position data generated by LEAP 
shore stations in conjunction with the LEAP prototype buoy for its first HFSWR network. 
This HFSWR network will consist of several HFSWR shore stations and a single HFSWR 
equipped buoy and will not have any environmental sensors in its first deployment although 
there is power and space reserved for the later inclusion of additional payloads including 
environmental sensors. This buoy is currently in fabrication and is expected to be deployed 
off the New Jersey coast in late June or early July. 

The S&T Coastal Surveillance System (CSS) pilot expands on the Port and Coastal 
Surveillance Improvement (PCSI) project to enable: I ) Additional technical developments 
that address key capability shortfalls for improving the probability of detection for 
cooperative and uncooperative small vessel tracking and enabling future capabilities for 
automatic target detection and recognition algorithms; 2) An expanded pilot project to 
include international partners in the leverage of domestic commercial and civil space-based 
Intelligence, Surveillance, and Recormaissance (ISR) capabilities. 



104 


This CSS project will field one or more new technologies for operational use by DHS 
Operating Components. S&T will partner closely with U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) and other 
DHS/Department of Defense (DOD) agency Command and Control (C2) efforts including 
the USCG Interagency Operations Center acquisition project and Customs and Border 
Protection Air and Marine Operations Center Phase B Modernization for S&T to deliver an 
effective and affordable system. The payoff for DHS Operating Components is a new 
unclassified common operating picture for DHS, DOD, and Intelligence Fusion Centers and 
other operational commands. 

Question; Please describe the status of S&T’s efforts to develop “checkpoint of the future” 
technology that would allow for the non-invasive detection of explosives. 

ANSWER: The “checkpoint of the future” refers to the goal of being able to non-intrusively 
detect all passenger-borne security threats to aviation security in a fashion that allows rapid 
and cost-effective throughput of passengers and carry-on bags, while safeguarding passenger 
privacy and comfort. There is likely no technological “silver bullet” that will achieve this 
goal. We face adaptive adversaries who continually probe for vulnerabilities to exploit, and 
an evolving spectrum of explosive types and operational applications. 

The Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) Directorate is working in close collaboration 
with the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) on several projects designed to 
improve the performance of existing screening technologies, develop new technologies, and 
to improve and institute behavior-based approaches which would incrementally improve 
aviation security while improving the passenger experience and reducing the life cycle co.sts 
of aviation security screening systems. Current checkpoint screening technologies are 
operated independent of each other, resulting in substantial labor and training costs for TSA 
aviation checkpoint security operations. The integration of multiple screening technologies 
into a single, fully connected screening system would reduce labor costs, and improve 
throughput. It would also support a more risk-based approach to aviation checkpoint security 
by increasing system flexibility and efficiency. In addition to improving checkpoint 
screening performance in a combined system approach, advanced checkpoint screening 
technologies must effectively detect homemade explosives (HME) which are characterized 
by a broader range of chemical and physical properties than commercial and military 
explosives threats. S&T is continuing to support the goal of the checkpoint of the future 
through development and testing of enhanced security screening technologies suitable for use 
in an integrated checkpoint screening system. These projects include: 

The Next Generation Passenger Checkpoint Project develops an aviation checkpoint system 
architecture that supports the integrating personnel and carry-on screening technologies into 
a combined checkpoint screening system to improve threat detection performance, reduce 
screener workload and false alarm rates, and improve passenger experience by providing a 
more seamless, less intrusive passenger screening process. In collaboration with TSA, this 
project investigates approaches to combining current and future separate screening 
technologies and systems into a more unified checkpoint .security sy.stcm. In FY 2011, the 
project will complete development and an initial evaluation of a next-generation checkpoint 



105 


detection system that integrates multiple screening technologies onto a single screener 
display. In FY 2012. the project plans to deliver the first version of an integrated checkpoint 
framework to TSA incorporating standard data formats, interoperability, and remote 
screening capabilities. 

The Automated Carry-On Detection Project develops improved screening technologies to 
enhance detection performance and automate screening for explosives and concealed 
weapons at aviation checkpoints. In FY 201 1, the project will test and deliver a prototype 
shoe-screening system capable of detecting explosives hidden in passengers’ shoes in order 
to alleviate the need for passengers to remove their shoes at aviation checkpoints. In FY 
2012, the project will evaluate detection algorithms for improved detection of liquid 
explosives in carry-on baggage at the checkpoint to reduce the need for separate screening of 
liquids at the checkpoint. 

The Automatic Threat Recognition Project develops and evaluates automated target 
recognition (ATR) detection software for Advanced Imaging Technology (AIT) with the goal 
of improving automatic and reliable detection of threats on passengers, reducing the need for 
human screener interpretation of AIT images. The development of improved ATR software 
will improve detection capabilities, lower false alarm rates and reduce image privacy 
concerns in AIT passenger screening systems. In FY 2011, the project will develop 
advanced threat recognition algorithms to improve threat detection and reduce false alarm 
rates for AIT. In FY 2012, the project plans to perform laboratory assessments of advanced 
image processing algorithms for improved threat detection by AIT at reduced false alarm 
rates reducing screener labor costs and the need for passenger pat downs. 

The Explosives Trace Detection Project develops advanced capabilities to detect explosives 
(including IIMEs) through improved trace sampling and detection technologies. In FY 2010, 
the project conducted third party testing of a bench-top non-contact trace detection system. 

In FY 2011. the project delivered a prototype swab-based mass spectrometry system for 
checkpoint explosive trace detection (ETD) applications. With lessons learned from these 
initial systems, the technology will be enhanced for improved detection and throughput and 
lower maintenance costs. In FY 2012, the project plans to transition production ready mass 
spectrometer trace detection systems for TSA checkpoint applications. The qualification of 
advanced explosives trace detection (ETD) systems based on mass spectrometry will provide 
greatly improved detection of homemade explosives and reduce false alarm rates. 

The Magnetic Vision Innovative Prototype (MagViz) Rapid Liquid Component Detector 
Project develops and evaluates a novel security technology of ultra-low field Magnetic 
Resonance Imaging (MRI) technology for screening of liquid explosives in carry-on baggage 
with the goal alleviating the need for separate screening of liquids. In FY 2010, the project 
demonstrated MagViz’s capability to screen segregated liquids (without the 3-1-1 bag 
constraint) at a depth of 22 cm in a laboratory environment. The project also tested its first 
Bottled Liquid Scanner (BLS) prototype at the Albuquerque Airport in September 2010. In 
FY 201 1, the project will initiate development of two, more refined BLS systems. In FY 
2012. the project plans to demonstrate two new BLS prototypes in the laboratory leading to 



106 


an operational demonstration and qualified product testing of commercial systems in FY 
2013. 

Question: What does the Directorate see as the most critical cyber security challenges to 
tackle for DHS in the coming years? 

ANSWER: Evaluating research from a large number of academic and industry experts, the 
Science and Technology Directorate has released A Roadmap for Cyhersecurity Research. 
The intent of this document is to provide detailed research and development agendas for the 
future relating to 1 1 hard problem areas in cyber security.. The areas are: 

1 . Scalable trustworthy systems (including sy.stem architectures and requisite 
development methodology) 

2. Enterprise-level metrics (including measures of overall system trustworthiness) 

3. System evaluation life cycle (including approaches for sufficient assurance) 

4. Combating insider threats 

5. Combating malware and botnets 

6. Global-scale identity management 

7. Survivability of time-critical systems 

8. Situational understanding and attack attribution 

9. Provenance (relating to information, systems, and hardware) 

1 0. Privacy-aware security 

11. Usable security 

In addition, the Office of Science and Technology Policy's Federal Cyber Security R&D 
Strategic Plan identified several research topics considered critical to tackle over the coming 
years. These include Cyber Economics, Digital Provenance. Hardware-enabled Trust, 
Moving Target Defense, Nature-Inspired Cyber Health, Designed-in-Assurance, Science of 
Cyber Security, and Transition to Practice. 

Question: S&T currently provides a “faux internet’’ test bed to let Federal partners and the 
private sector test cyber security technology in a realistic web-based environment, without 
the risk of introducing real cyber security threats to the internet. Please describe the overall 
costs of this activity, its utility so far, and S&T’s plans for the project in the coming year. 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology Directorate’s (S&T) Defense Technology 
Experimental Research (DETER) test bed is an experimental test facility that supports cyber 
security research and development by a wide range of academic, industry and government 
researchers. In operation since 2004, DETER has continued to evolve as threats have 
changed. It provides the infrastructure for studying Internet cyber security issues, including 
botnets, worm propagation and defense, and denial-of-service defenses that protect Internet 
websites against attack. DETER is also being used to evaluate enhancements to underlying 
Internet technologies in order to improve .security, including protection against attacks on the 
routing protocols and on the DNS (naming service), that are essential to daily Internet 
operation. 
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Since 2003, S&T has spent $19 million supporting the development, operation, and 
enhancement of the DETER test bed. In those nine years, over 200 technologies have been 
developed using the testing infrastructure provided by the DETER test bed. There are over 
2,000 users of DETER and its ability to provide an emulated network with hundreds of 
computers has allowed companies to evaluate prototypes and demonstrate early capabilities 
to potential customers. Work is underway to allow for networks as large as tens of thousands 
of nodes to be emulated. This is critical as the scale of threats, such as botnets, continues to 
increase. 

In addition to its research mission, the DETER test bed has provided students, universities, 
colleges, and 2-year schools an opportunity to conduct hands-on learning exercises. DETER 
is currently used by over 400 students per semester. These exercises help prepare a well- 
equipped and educated cyber workforce. They are shared amongst teaching institutions, 
allowing smaller schools access to the same facilities and course material as top-tier 
institutions. 

This project results in an increased focus on the science of cyber security, specifically the 
concept of creating tools for cyber science, which will lead to advances in cyber security. 
These new technologies have been applied to multi-party experiments, including a 10.000- 
node botnet. Over the coming year. S&T wilt invest in advanced cyber security test bed 
technologies to: 

(1) Support more efficient and effective experimentation by better integrating with 
popular software tools for development and experimentation. 

(2) Expand the availability and access of the DETER test bed through Federation- 
enabling .software while creating additional DETER test bed clusters at several 
sites. These sites interlink to collectively support the requirements of the entire 
user community. 

Develop technologies enabling additional rigor and scale in cyber security experiments. 
These software technologies combine new forms of virtualization and abstract emulation 
with monitoring and analysis techniques to ensure that experiments may be conducted at 
greater scale, with applicability to a broader range of network or cyber-physical systems, and 
with more realistic modeling of information visibility and operator responses. 

Question: You have requested a 25 percent cut for university programs in FY12 from FYIO, 
from $49 million to $36 million. Are these programs underperforming? What is the 
rationale behind this cut? And how would you rate the contribution of university programs 
to S&T’s mission overall? 

ANSWER: The FY 201 2 decrease is a result of an overall reduction of 1 1 percent to the 
Science and Technology Directorate’s (S&T) discretionary research and development since 
FY 2010. The reduction affected almost every program within S&T. It represents hard 
choices and a prioritization of funding to meet the most immediate DHS mission needs. The 
decrease will reduce funding to all areas within the Office of University Programs. The 
Centers of Excellence (COEs), Minority Serving Institutions and Scholarship and Fellowship 
programs are absorbing a share of these cuts. The reductions will result in fewer students 
being trained in homeland security-related science, engineering and mathematics disciplines. 
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In the future, it will impact the number of qualified personnel to address the country’s long- 
term homeland-security related science and technology needs. 

S&T’s university programs have successfully contributed to S&T’s mission since the 
inception of the program. Some examples of S&T’s university programs contributions 
include: 

• A direct result of engagement by DHS components and other partners, the COEs have 
produced more than 70 tools, technologies and knowledge products for use across the 
homeland security enterprise. Of these, approximately 45 are being piloted or used by 
operators in DHS, other Federal, State or local (first responder) agencies. 

• In addition to developing tools, technologies and knowledge products, S&T’s 
university programs - the COEs, S&T scholarships and fellowships, and Minority 
Serving Institution programs -- have educated and trained nearly 2,800 university 
students in DHS mission-relevant science and engineering fields, fostering the next 
generation of homeland security experts. 

• The COEs also have provided countless high-tech training and educational 
opportunities to DHS personnel and first responders. 

Question: The FY12 budget reduces funding for University Programs by about 25% from 
the FYIO level, including in Education Programs and Minority Serving Institutions. What 
impact will these reductions have in the number of scholarships and internships, and 
specifically in the number of students who are being prepared to enter scientific research and 
study in areas of interest to DHS? 

ANSWER: Within the FY 2012 budget request level, the Science and Technology 
Directorate’s Offiee of University Programs (OUP) will eliminate the individual Scholarship 
and Fellowship Program, make one less award under the Scientific Leadership Award 
Program for Minority Serving Institutions (MSls), and support 200 fewer students through 
the Centers of Excellences (COE). 

In comparison, in FY 2010, OUP’s Scholarship and Fellowship Program made awards to 23 
individuals and the Scientific Leadership Award Program for MSIs made eight awards (on 
average supporting five students and one faculty member each). In FY 2010, COE programs 
supported approximately 800 .students. 

Question: The FY12 budget request proposes significant changes in the way S&T structures 
its budget. Currently, each of the Directorate’s research and development thrusts have their 
own budget account, but you propose to combine them into a single large account labeled 
“Research, Development, and Innovation.” Please explain the rationale behind this change. 
How would the Directorate ensure sufficient transparency in how it managed funding across 
different projects and mission “thrust areas”, and keep Congress informed of your S&T 
priorities and possible program changes? How would S&T ensure that the Department 
would not reprioritize hundreds of millions of dollars in research funding without informing 
and consulting Congress? 
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ANSWER: The proposed new budget structure is shown below. This aligns all core 
research and development activities in one account. Research, Development, and Innovation 
(RDI), and other supporting activities in separate accounts. The proposed budget provides 
details of funding down to the program level in a structure that is much more informative 
than the previous structure. 

We believe the proposed Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) budget categories are 
better aligned with DHS Quadrennial Homeland Security Review (QHSR) priorities and with 
the actual work of S&T than are previous budget categories. The RDI account provides better 
transparency of what the S&T is doing than did the previous structure by grouping projects 
technical activity areas. The purpose of an individual project will now be apparent by where 
it is in the budget. It also makes the budget organizationally neutral. The old budget 
structure was tied to a particular organizational structure. The new structure is tied to 
enduring S&T research areas that allow the organization to evolve without affecting the 
budget. Further, the old structure tied to individual S&T Divisions had a tendency to lead to 
stove-piped projects rather than seeking multidisciplinary solutions that generally address the 
root cause of a problem rather than a symptom of a problem. 

As to ensuring that Congress has oversight of S&T activities, S&T will continue to provide 
the Committee with the Tracking R&D Execution Adjustments report (as required in the FY 
2010 Homeland Security Appropriation Act) that will present an overview of program 
changes. 

Research. Development and Innovation Account Structure 

• Border Security R&D 

Land Border Security 
Maritime Border Security 
Cargo Security 

• CBRNE Defense R&D 

Bioagent Threat Assessment 
Bioagent Detection 
Chemical Threat Assessment 
Chemical Detection 
Explosives Threat Assessment 
Explosives Detection 
Rad/Nuc Threat Assessment 
Rad/Nuc Detection 

• Cyber Security R&D 

Cyber Security 

• Counter Terrorist R&D 

Hostile Behavior Predict, Detect and Defeat 
Identity Management 

• Disaster Resilience R&D 

Information Sharing, Analysis and Interoperability 
Natural Disaster Threat Assessment 
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Natural Disaster Detection 
Natural Disaster Resiliency 
First Responder Capability 
Bioagent Attack Resiliency 
Chemical Attack Resiliency 
Explosives Attack Resiliency 
Rad/Nuc Resiliency 
• Apex 

STORE (Science and Technology Operational Research and Enhancement 
Program) 

Each area within the new budget structure provides a better definition of the focus of the type 
of work that S&T does to support our partners and customers. 

Question: S&l' has many access points for private industry; nonetheless, there continue to 
be inquiries about how to sell ideas and technology to DHS. Could you briefly describe what 
steps S&T is taking to enhance its connections with private sector technology and science? 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) relies heavily on information, 
ideas, and technologies developed by the private sector, including industry, universities, 
research and development laboratories, and international partners. In order to more 
effectively engage these communities. S&T created the Research and Development 
Partnerships Group (RDP) which is intended to provide the private sector with easy access to 
the information on DHS needs, while enabling S&T program managers to make connections 
across the entire horizon of R&D in government, academia, the private sector, and abroad. 

S&T has invited private industry to submit ideas for technologies and knowledge products 
through its Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) program and Long Range Broad 
Agency Announcement (LRBAA). Both of these efforts call for solutions to the full expanse 
of DHS needs, allowing a wide array of companies an opportunity to work with S&T. S&T 
has also created a Full Response Package that provides background information on engaging 
with DHS, information on the many partnership and business opportunities available to the 
private sector, and links to numerous books, articles, and resources that S&T has published 
on requirements generation and fostering public-private partnerships. 

Additionally, S&T is placing renewed focus on “technology foraging." Technology foraging 
refers to a complex process of using many different sources to seek out technologies that are 
already in use or in late stages of development, and adopting these technologies for new 
purposes, new environmental conditions, or at new scales. We plan to institutionalize 
technology foraging “best practices" to ensure we harvest the best technologies at the lowest 
cost, and in the timeliest manner possible. One example of how S&T has begun engaging 
with the private sector is our new partnership with In-Q-Tel. Through this partnership, 
In-Q-Tel will help S&T rapidly identify near-term technologies, including those developed 
by small businesses which do not normally work with the federal government, to further the 
DHS mission. 
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Question: The Intelligence Community works through a nonprofit entity, In-Q-Tel, to help 
bring private sector technology to address national security needs. Its CEO testified before 
this Subcommittee several years ago, and I understand S&T plans to partner with them. 

Please describe the nature of that engagement and your expectations for it. In what research 
areas does S&T plan to engage In-Q-Tel? 

ANSWER: DHS, through the Science and Technology Directorate (S&T), became In-Q- 
Tel’s newest partner agency in late 2010. S&T is incorporating In-Q-Tel S&T’s technology 
foraging efforts and will use In-Q-TeTs expertise to more rapidly deliver innovations to DHS 
end-users in the field. S&T is connecting its technical experts with In-Q-Tel and DHS 
components to identify needs and projects. The Transportation Security Administration 
(TSA) has been working with In-Q-Tel since 2007. and S&T will incorporate lessons learned 
from that program. S&T is coordinating its investment strategy with TSA and providing 
technical expertise to assist with their investments. In addition to TSA, S&T and In-Q-Tel are 
building connections with other DHS partners such as the Office of Intelligence and 
Analysis, Customs and Border Protection, Immigration and Customs Enforcement, and U.S. 
Secret Service. Most In-Q-Tel investments combine funds from more than one partner 
agency, allowing S&T to leverage significant investments from the Intelligence Community 
(IC). This new research and development model will complement existing S&T projects by 
providing alternative solutions to increase competition and mitigate risk, addressing a 
component need in an area where the IC has made investments but that is outside S&T’s 
current focus, and using In-Q-Tel to solve component problems by adapting commercial 
technologies. 

In-Q-Tel’s focus on rapidly adapting commercial technologies by investing in innovative 
startup companies has proven successful since its inception in 1 999. Many of these small 
companies are not traditional government performers. Therefore, by working with In-Q-Tel, 
S&T is able to expand DHS's access to new technologies. In-Q-Tel is supporting S&T 
across the entire DHS mission space including, but not limited to, DNA-based human 
identification, chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, and explosives detection, cyber 
security, and forensic analysis. 

Que.stion: The FY12 request moves transformational R&D for nuclear and radiological 
detection from the Domestic Nuclear Detection Office (DNDO) to S&T. What differences 
will this bring about, and how will it improve the focus and quality of research into 
developing new detection technology — and how will S&T work with DNDO and operating 
agencies to ensure technology gets fielded as soon as possible? 

ANSWER: The proposal to move the Transformational and Applied Research (TAR) 
program back under the Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) reduces duplicative 
efforts in program management and support. The move also consolidates Chemical, 
Biological, and Radiological. Nuclear and Explosive (CBRNE) research under S&T, which 
serves as the research and development (R&D) expertise for homeland security. Unifying 
CBRNE research within S&T will create a better environment for R&D coordination in 
support of the DHS mission. Currently, Domestic Nuclear Detection Office (DNDO) runs 
the Transformational and Applied Research (TAR) Integrated Product Team (IPT), which 
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handles issues associated with the transfer of technology developed by TAR to other 
directorates in DNDO and issues associated with the formation of TAR projects to fill gaps 
in the Global Nuclear Detection Architecture (GNDA). S&T has representation on the TAR 
IPT. The function and membership of the TAR IPT will remain intact after the transfer of 
TAR to S&T. This will be documented in a Memorandum of Understanding between DNDO 
and S&T, 

Question: For transformational research and development, please provide a table showing 
how much funding DNDO is spending in fiscal year 201 1 and that S&T is requesting in 
fiscal year 2012 for detection materials, passive detection, active detection, systems 
integration, new projects, and continuation of projects. As part of this response, provide a 
brief description of the development efforts and key milestones anticipated in 201 1 and 2012. 

ANSWER: The table below shows the requested information for FY 201 1 and FY 2012. 
Please note these are planned amounts and the FY 2011 data will change once the Domestic 
Nuclear Detection Office (DNDO) completes its implementation of the FY 201 1 Full-Year 
Continuing Appropriations Act. New starts in FY 201 1 have not yet been mapped into FY 
2012 categories because the projects are not scheduled to be selected until July 2011. 

Systems integration is an important, integral component of any project and those costs are 
difficult to separate from the overall project cost. Systems integration is also not a separate 
category of research for Transformational and Applied Research (TAR). 
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! Ji'i; ■ 

Materials 

$ 11.6 

$ 10.3 

Passive Detection 

$ 36.3 

$ 32.8 

Active Detection 

$ 18.2 

$ 15.5 

Systems Integration 

N/A 

N/A 




New Projects 

$ 28.4 

$ 31.5 

Continuation of Pro jects 

$ 80.6 

$ 77,5 


The key milestones used to build the FY 201 2 budget are shown below. The FY 201 1 
milestones are being re-base lined to account for the impacts of the FY 2011 Full- Year 
Continuing Appropriations Act. By far the biggest effect of the Act was that TAR was not 
able to begin its Response and Recovery (R&R) program in FY 201 1 and the effect of that on 
FY 2012 is still being evaluated, lienee, the milestones associated with R&R are removed 
from the list below. 

Key FY 2012 Milestones by Program Area 

Basie Research Program 

• Conduct an annual grantees conference 

• Provide support to 8 new graduate students 

• Award 7-8 new fundamental research grants to Universities 

• Provide advances in nanostructered scintillator materials for gamma-ray sensing 

• Assess potential of several new semiconductor materials for gamma-ray sensing 
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• Develop models and algorithms to support capability-based enhancements to the 
Global Nuclear Detection Architecture 

Exploratory Research Program 

• Conduct annual solicitation for exploratory research in novel nuclear detection and 
counter-nuclear terrorism technology supporting 10 new efforts 

• Determine best-performers in semiconductor-based neutron detection utilizing boron 
or lithium conversion layers and support transition to hand-held devices 

• Determine best-performers in large area and volume He-3 replacement technologies 
and advance to field characterization pilot 

• Demonstrate proof of concept for first generation arrayed avalanche photodiodes as a 
novel photon-conversion device for scintillator detectors 

• Demonstrate monitoring technology that uses fused gamma imaging and video data 

• Demonstrate proof of concept for machine learning that utilizes portal monitor, hand- 
held radionuclide ID and tariff data 

• Demonstrate a second generation microcalorimeter with larger effective area and 
volume for alpha spectroscopy 

Near Term Research Program 

• Complete cost benefit analysis (CBA) to support technology transition of the 
Shielded Nuclear Alarm Resolution (SNAR) project 

• Complete characterization and evaluation (C&E) of Intelligent Radiation Sensing 
System (IRSS) 

• Complete critical design review (CDR) phase of the Long Range Airborne standoff 
detection project 

• Initiate new Near Term Research project and complete preliminary design review 


Question: For transformational research and development, please provide a table showing 
how much DNDO plans to spend in fiscal year 2011 on academic research initiatives, and 
what S&T proposes, with key milestones, for fiscal year 2012. 

ANSWER: The Basic Research Program (BRI’j, which was originally called the Academic 
Research Initiative (ARI), requested $18.9 million in FY 201 1 and $16.4 million in FY 2012. 
For FY 2012, the BRP plans to meet milestones in the academic arena of holding an annual 
grantees conference; providing support to eight new graduate students; and awarding at least 
seven new fundamental research grants to universities. 

Question: For transformational research and development, please provide a table showing 
how much DNDO expects to spend in fiscal year 201 1 for advanced technology- 
demonstrations of intelligent personal radiation locator and advanced standoff technology, 
and how much S&T is requesting, with key milestones, in fiscal year 2012. 

ANSWER: The Intelligent Personal Radiation Locator (IPRL) Advanced Technology 
Demonstration (ATD) completed in FY 2010. It does not require any funds in FY 201 1 or 
FY 2012. The Stand-Off Radiation Detection System (SORDS) advanced technology 
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demonstration completed device characterization in FY 2010. The SORDS final report is to 
be completed in FY 201 1. The SORDS project requires $180,000 in FY 2011 and no 
funding in FY 2012. 

Question: Deleted by Committee staff 

Question: DNDO has been working to cultivate new research talent in a field where there is 
a generation gap in such subject matter experts. Could this move discourage recruitment 
efforts by delinking research from the active efforts to deploy nuclear detection architecture 
and build forensic capacity? 

ANSWER: No. The key is maintaining the link connecting the DHS research community 
with academia, and in particular with the nuclear physics and radiochemistry fields. As the 
transfer of Transformational and Applied Research Directorate moves forward. The 
Domestic Nuclear Detection Office (DNDO) and The Science and Technology Directorate 
(S&T) will continue to work together to ensure expertise is available for both groups’ 
missions. This link ensures that our partners in academia will have exposure to all 
radiological and nuclear efforts. S&T’s Office of University Programs and DNDO’s 
education programs have shared information and had several discussions about how best to 
work together. 

Question: A GAO report released in March highlighted worrisome redundancies in Federal 
research spending. One area in particular was the extraordinary amount of money being 
spent to counter improvised explosive devices (lEDs). GAO noted a lack of coordination 
among Federal bodies doing this kind of research. I understand S&T has begun to coordinate 
with DOD on these efforts, for which I commend the Directorate. Please elaborate on that 
coordination. But more importantly, what is being done overall to ensure that S&T is 
leveraging the research of other agencies and not duplicating work that is already being done 
elsewhere? 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) coordinates closely with other 
Federal research agencies to avoid duplication of efforts. S&T partners with the Department 
of Defense (DOD). Department of Energy (DOE), Department of Health and Human 
Services, National Science Foundation, National Aeronautics and Space Admini.stration. 
National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, Federal Aviation Administration, and several intelligence agencies on a 
number of research and development (R&D) projects. 

Specifically, S&T has coordinated with various agencies, including DOD components, to 
mutually leverage R&D to counter improvised explosive devices (C-IED). Examples of 
collaboration include: 

• The Joint lED Defeat Organization (JIEDDO) joined S&T as a program sponsor of 
the Standoff Technology Integration and Demonstration Program. S&T is leveraging 
JIEDDO’ s resources for the development and testing of an integrated architecture for 
standoff screening of pensons approaching a venue entrance for person-borne lEDs as 
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well as its command & control and video analytics systems. The effort allows for the 
coordination and joint testing of detection technology development. 

• S&T is leveraging Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) 
knowledge regarding terahertz development as well as using subject matter experts on 
millimeter wave and terahertz imaging to inform and improve S&T explosives 
detection programs. 

• S&T is working with Edgewood Chemical and Biological Center (Army) to improve 
optical-based trace systems in order to enhance the detection of explosives on the 
surface of baggage and cargo. 

• S&T is working with US Special Operations Command (SOCOM) and DOE to 
develop Mini-MIRA-3, a diagnostics tool to locate and identify 
microwave/infrared/acoustic alarm systems used in lED circuitry. Six prototypes will 
be delivered this summer and has application for domestic/military and DOE 
response teams. 

• S&T is coordinating development of advanced image processing methods with 
DARPA for improvements in x-ray image processing. 

• S&T engagement with the Combating Terrorism Technical Support Office and the 
Technical Support Working Group (TSWG) has led to joint development of a single- 
sided imager. This portable backscatter x-ray system was developed for bomb squads 
to scan suspect vehicle borne lEDs. One prototype will be delivered this summer and 
has application for domestic/military and DOE response teams. 

• S&T is coordinating development and testing of Hardened Unit Load Devices with 
DARPA for improved air cargo security. 

In addition to specific programs, S&T participates in a number of interagency groups to 
ensure that C-IED efforts are coordinated and that duplicative government efforts are 
minimized. These groups include: 

• The National Science and Technology Council Committee on Homeland and National 
Security Subcommittee on Domestic Improvised Explosive Devices (DIED) is an 
interagency forum charged with identifying needs to combat terrorist use of 
explosives in the United Slates. The DIED collects information on programs being 
conducted in the relevant departments and agencies of the USG, and has used a 
Technology Matrix as a tool for making information on programs, needs, and 
Department of Defense international agreements available to members of the DIED. 
Participants include the Departments of Defense, Justice, and State as well as the 
Environmental Protection Agency, the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), the 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco. Firearms and Explosives (ATF), and the National 
Institute of Ju.stice (NIJ). 

• S&T coordinates a monthly teleconference with TSWG. JIEDDO, the US Army, the 
US Air Force, and USSOCOM to discuss and coordinate all of our Response/Defeat 
efforts so not to duplicate effort. Non-DOD organizations that participate are the 
FBI, National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), the ATF, and the NIJ. 

• S&T is also an active member in the Joint Program Office tasked with overseeing 
execution of the Homeland Security Presidential Directive- 19 Implementation Plan. 

In addition to DOD, DOJ and DHS, the Program Office receives input from the 
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Department of State, NIST and federal, state and local law enforcement 
representatives. 

Finally, S&T has staffed a number of liaison officer positions with key stakeholders to 
facilitate communication and collaboration related to C-IED efforts. Liaison officers 
currently reside with JIEDDO, Marine Corps Warfighting Laboratory, the Federal Protective 
Service and the New York Police Department. 

S&T is also expanded its ability to conduct technology foraging. Technology foraging refers 
to a complex process of using scientific periodicals, the internet, and other sources to seek 
out technologies that are already in use or being developed, and adopting these technologies 
for new purposes, new' environmental conditions, or at new scales. We plan to institutionalize 
technology foraging best practices to ensure we harvest the best technologies at the lowest 
cost, and in the timeliest manner possible. 

Question: Does S&T require project managers or Directorate officials to certify that 
technology solutions could not be found elsewhere before it begins spending taxpayer dollars 
on new research? 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) requires project managers to 
complete an analysis of alternatives (AoA) prior to awarding any contract with another 
government agency. The AoA identifies and evaluates various methods of obtaining needed 
goods and services, determines which alternative is the most advantageous to the 
Government and documents the cost/price analysis. The project manager conducts research 
to verify that DHS does not possess the in-house resources or resources under existing DHS 
contracts to satisfy the contracted requirement. The project manager also evaluates the 
proposed costs of the goods or serv'ices and indicates whether the costs are reasonable for the 
work and deliverables called for under the Statement of Work for the requirement. 

When contracting with a commercial vendor, the project manager is responsible for 
conducting market research to determine the best approach to acquiring, distributing, and 
supporting agency requirements. Before a contract is awarded, the project manager also 
certifies that costs are fair, reasonable, and properly formulated. Additionally, S&T plans to 
institutionalize technology foraging best practices to ensure we harvest the best technologies 
at the lowest cost, and in the timeliest manner possible. Technology foraging refers to a 
complex process of using scientific periodicals, the internet, and other sources to seek out 
technologies that are already in use or being developed, and adopting these technologies for 
new purposes, new environmental conditions, or at new scales. We plan to institutionalize 
technology foraging best practices to ensure we harvest the best technologies at the lowest 
cost, and in the timeliest manner possible. 

Question: Dr. O'Toole, you have requested nearly $18 million to fund what you term 
“APEX projects” in the Directorate. These are high-priority projects that you hope will have 
a quick turnaround. What is the process used to select these projects and how many do you 
envision the Directorate managing at any one time? 
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ANSWER: Apex projects are intended to collaboratively solve a problem of strategic 
operational importance, as determined by the head of a Department of Homeland Security 
(DHS) operational component. Each Apex project is a joint agreement between the head of a 
DHS operational component and me. Together, w'e mu.st approve the project's goals and 
approach, providing a leadership imprimatur that energizes both the Science and Technology 
Directorate (S&T) and the partner organization. Apex programs are team-based and 
interdisciplinary'. Best practices learned in these projects will be documented and infused 
throughout the rest of our activities. S&T has one Apex project underway with another under 
development, I envision adding one or two Apex projects each year, based on the transition 
of existing Apex projects and available funding. 

Question: We understand S&T will continue working with the U.S. Secret Service on an 
ongoing research effort to introduce novel technology solutions to the agency’s protective 
mission. Please describe the other APEX project you intend to begin in FY12, the critical 
need it addresses, and how S&T believes it can contribute to the selected DHS Component’s 
need. 

ANSWER: The Secure Transit Corridor Apex pilot project will demonstrate a system for rail 
and truck cargo that will monitor unauthorized door openings and provide encrypted in- 
transit tracking for rail and truck cargo through the domestic and international supply chain. 
The technology will help to ensure cargo shipments arc not being used to smuggle illicit 
goods and people. Customs and Border Protection is partnering with the Science and 
Technology Directorate (S&T) on the project to provide industry with a cost effective means 
to enable truck and rail shippers to adhere to security standards without impeding the flow of 
commerce. The project will also provide CBP with the open performance standards that will 
enable industry to build their own security devices. In FY 201 1 . the project will finalize test 
and evaluation planning and concepts of operation between stakeholders for the supply chain 
routes being used. In FY 2012, the project plans to test and validate the technologies and 
conduct cargo runs on four supply chain routes in Mexico and Canada. 

Question: S&T is undertaking biometric analyses on behalf of DHS agency missions, to 
include supporting border identification, FEMA. law enforcement, and interagency 
programs. We are aware of some, like “proximity" fingerprint or hand geometry' recognition, 
which may be deployable, as well as more exotic technologies, such as DNA recognition, 
that could be available for agencies such as USCIS in the future. What biometric 
developments look most promising to you in the near term, and what role has S&T played in 
bringing them to fruition? 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) is playing a role in several 
promising biometric developments: 

• Mobile Biometrics - With requirements gathered from federal, state, and local 

customers and partners, S&T is developing a four finger slap mobile biometric finger 
print reader that will enable the operators to acquire 10-prints easily and quickly in 
the field. This will provide the ability to readily determine if a person has a current 
want or warrant, providing actionable information, while saving time and improving 
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officer/agent safety. In addition, S&T is conducting pilot projects with the current 
state of the art mobile biometric devices with Customs and Border Protection (CBP). 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE), U.S, Coast Guard (USCG), and state 
and local law enforcement that will serve to inform S&T on the design needs for the 
next generation multi modal (finger/face/iris/card reader) mobile biometric devices 
and educate the piloting agencies on the usability, performance, and contribution 
these mobile systems provide. 

• Rapid DNA - US Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) currently relies on 
documentary evidence and testimony elicited during interviews to verify family 
relationships, an approach described as “resource-intensive,” “time-consuming” and 
“more art than science” by the USCIS Ombudsman, As a result, S&T initiated a joint 
program with the Department of Defense and Department of Justice to integrate and 
automate the DNA laboratory processes into a ruggedized, transportable, rapid, low- 
cost system capable of verifying claimed relationships in less than an hour, costing 
less than $100 per sample and operable by field officers. The first prototype devices 
for evaluation will be available in the fourth quarter of FY 201 1 with further 
capabilities and commercialized units being available in FY 2012, 2013, and 2014. In 
addition to refugee and asylum application adjudication, other potential DHS 
applications for Rapid-DNA include the verification of family members putting 
children up for adoption, family reunifications following disasters, prevention of 
human trafficking on the borders, and checks against the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation DNA database of known criminal offenders. 

Multi-Modal Biometrics Applied Research Program - This program is investigating iris 
recognition as a promising biometric modality that may become suitable to support diverse 
DHS operations in the neat future. As iris recognition technologies mature, it is important to 
understand the capabilities and limitations of the technologies in operational settings, as well 
as what additional technology development is necessary to reduce technical risk in potential 
future acquisitions by DHS operational components. S&T is leveraging the joint technical 
expertise of multiple government agencies (e.g. National Institute of Standards and 
Technology. Department of Defense. U.S. Naval Academy) to design and perform research, 
laboratory testing, and operational evaluations in support of CBP, USCG, and US-VISIT 
operations. The research products developed in this program have been used to develop 
improved international biometric standards, develop test methods to facilitate system and 
data interoperability, and spur significant performance improvements in iris image cameras 
and matching systems. 

Question: What work is S&T doing to develop or identify affordable and accessible 
technology that could help protect critical infrastructure sites in freshwater areas, such as 
nuclear plants adjacent to a river? 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology Directorate (S&T), through its work with the 1 7 1 8 
critical infrastructure and key resources (CIKR) sectors, collaborates and exchanges 
information with a number of agencies, including the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), which leads the Water Sector efforts. This participation allows S&T to better 
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understand the threats and help define gaps and potential solutions along with program 
requirements. 

The S&T Directorate prepares an annual update to the National Critical Infrastructure 
Protection Research and Development Plan (NCIP R&D Plan), as required by HSPD-7. This 
plan supports the implementation of the National Infrastructure Protection Plan (NIPP), and 
by corollary, the supporting Sector-Specific Plans (SSPs), the Sector Annual Reports, and the 
National Annual Report (NAR) in collaboration with IP, The NIPP, the SSPs, the NAR, and 
the NCIP R&D Plan integrate near-term, mid-term, and long-term research objectives, as 
appropriate to the specific sector and issue, to form a coordinated approach to technology 
development to meet infrastructure protection goals. 

Examples of relevant S&T critical infrastructure projects include: 

• Materials and techniques to enhance the performance of existing structures and 

buildings, making them increasingly more energy-efficient, environmentally friendly, 
and multi-hazard resistance. These approaches will protect or stabilize buildings, 
including critical systems such as ducts carrying freshwater, in case of a manmade or 
natural disaster. 

Rapid mitigation and recovery technologies intended to limit damage and 
consequences for critical infrastructure and to enable the resumption of normal 
operations quickly after facing a threat. The basic research portion of this project 
concentrates on longer-term needs and investigates failure mechanisms, damage 
limitations, and solutions for rapid restoration of service for critical infrastructure. 

The project’s current focus is dams to prevent damage induced by an improvised 
explosive device attack or seismic activity. 

However, as a result of the reductions to S&T's research, development, acquisitions, and 
operations (RDA&O) appropriation in the FY 201 1 Full-Year Continuing Appropriations 
Act, S&T is reducing funding for Infrastructure Protection. 

Question: Pleaste describe how S&T manages multi-year demonstration projects that 
involve rapidly evolving technology. In particular, what is the practice and the options for 
S&T when multi-year contracts are awarded, and subsequently new technology or innovation 
is developed outside those contracts? Can such projects be expanded to include such new 
technology? 

ANSWER: To ensure that individual research and development (R&D) projects are meeting 
the goals established by our partners in the operating components and the broader homeland 
security enterprise, the Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) has committed to an 
annual review of our portfolio of basic and applied R&D and all proposed new projects. The 
review process consists of written materials, an oral presentation by the project manager, and 
careful analysis of the project’s likely impact and feasibility (or "riskiness") as judged against 
specific metrics determined by S&T with input from the DHS operating components, 
including an analysis on the current technology in the government and commercial 
marketplace. These metrics are designed to address elements essential to programmatic 
success in the context of the DHS's Quadrennial Homeland Security Review missions. By 
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leveraging the expertise of a broad panel of experts for the portfolio review process, S&T 
leadership has the opportunity to direct resources to potentially expand projects to integrate 
newly developed technologies to ensure S&T stays in front of a rapidly evolving 
environment. 

Additionally, by coordinating directly with the DHS Office of Procurement Operations 
(OPO) to award contracts with a base and multiple option years, S&T project managers 
maintain the flexibility to adjust requirements to incorporate new technologies or innovation. 
Per the Statement of Work (SOW), most multi-year contracts require periodic program 
reviews between the S&T project manager and the performer's primary points of contact to 
examine the progress of technology development or innovative research. In the event a new 
technology emerges outside of the current scope of an active S&T contract, the project 
manager may opt to work with OPO to incorporate new technological requirements into the 
SOW prior to awarding the option year funding. By doing so, S&T project managers are 
able to effectively adjust program requirements in a constantly evolving technology 
environment to ensure a successful product transition to an operational component. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE David Price 

Dr. Tara O’Toole, Under Secretary, Science & Technology 
Directorate 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 Budget Request - S&T 
March 30, 201 1 


Question: The 2012 budget request for S&T reorganizes the Research, Development, 
Acquisition, and Operations budget so that they no longer have specific areas of research 
emphasis (e.g. borders and maritime, explosives, cyber) but instead are divided by function 
within S&T: irmovation, acquisition, laboratory facilities and university programs. While the 
university programs and laboratory facilities do not change from the past, other programs get 
subsumed in this new strategy. S&T says that this new structure makes their activities more 
transparent, less dependent on a given organization structure, and it more clearly aligns S&T 
activities with the DHS Quadrennial Homeland Security Review. Frankly, I do not see how 
this new structure makes their activities more transparent because you cannot clearly track 
research and development activities in key areas, such as chem/bio or explosives to name a 
few. And, with a $659.9 million appropriation request for innovation, S&T has great 
flexibility to alter or move funding levels without Congressional oversight. Under Secretary 
O’Toole, please explain your new structure. How is it more transparent than what we 
previously had? Why should we agree to this proposal? 

ANSWER: The proposed budget structure provides greater detail on specific areas of 
research emphasis than did the previous structure which was tied to individual Science and 
Technology Directorate (S&T) Divisions rather than research areas. The proposed new 
budget structure is shown below. This aligns all core research and development activities in 
one account. Research, Development, and Innovation (RDI), and other supporting activities 
in separate accounts. The proposed budget provides details of funding down to the program 
level in a structure that is much more informative than the previous structure. 

We believe the proposed S&T budget categories are better aligned with DHS Quadrennial 
Homeland Security Review (QHSR) priorities and with the actual work of S&T than 
previous budget categories. The RDI account provides better transparency of what S&T is 
actually doing than did the previous structure by grouping projects’ technical activity areas. 
The purpose of an individual project will now be apparent by where it is in the budget. One 
conclusion of the reviews of S&T’s research portfolio was that the purpose of some projects, 
and their relation to DHS missions, was sometimes unclear. The proposed structure also 
makes the budget organizationally neutral, fhe old budget structure was tied to a particular 
organizational structure. The new structure is tied to enduring S&T research areas that allow 
the organization to evolve without affecting the budget structure. Further, separating budget 
lines from technical divisions will enable S&T to seek multidisciplinary solutions that 
holistically solve the root cause of problems rather than simply addressing symptoms. 
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As required in the “Department of Homeland Security Appropriations Act, 2010” (P.L. 111- 
83) S&T will provide the Committee with the Tracking R&D Execution Adjustments annual 
report that will present an overview of program changes. 

Research. Development and Innovation Account Structure 

• Border Security R&D 

Land Border Security 
Maritime Border Security 
Cargo Security 

• CBRNE Defense R&D 

Bioagent Threat Assessment 
Bioagent Detection 
Chemical Threat Assessment 
Chemical Detection 
Explosives Threat Assessment 
Explosives Detection 
Rad/Nuc Threat Assessment 
Rad/Nuc Detection 

• Cyber Security R&D 

Cyber Security 

• Counter Terrorist R&D 

Hostile Behavior Predict. Detect and Defeat 
Identity Management 

• Disaster Resilience R&D 

Information Sharing, Analysis and Interoperability 

Natural Disaster Threat Assessment 

Natural Disaster Detection 

Natural Disaster Resiliency 

First Responder Capability 

Bioagent Attack Resiliency 

Chemical Attack Resiliency 

Explosives Attack Resiliency 

Rad/Nuc Resiliency 

• Apex 

STORE (Science and Technology Operational Research and Enhancement 

Program) 

University Programs 

Centers of Excellence 
Education Programs 
Minority Serving Institutions 

Laboratory Facilities 

Lab Operations 
Construction 
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Acquisition and Operations Support 

Testing & Evaluation 
Standards 

Operations Research and Analysis 
Safety Act 

Technology Transition Support 

Each area within the new budget structure provides a better definition of the focus of the type 
of work that S&T does to support our partners and customers. The RD&I activities 
correspond to the DHS QHSR goals, the priority mission areas of DHS. The Acquisition and 
Operations Support (AOS) funds those activities where S&T provides scientific knowledge 
and expertise to the customer/partner. Laboratory facilities and university programs provide 
different support for the customcr/partner, each building the infrastructure for the future of 
DHS science and technology - the laboratories and the scientists. 

Question: What are your priorities in this new structure based on? Threat? Long term 
needs? A gap we need to close? 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology Directorate’s (S&T) priorities for areas of 
research, development and analysis are based on DHS mission areas as articulated in the 
Quadrennial Homeland Security Report (QHSR), the Administration’s National Security 
Strategy and first responder requirements. These priorities and requirements are derived from 
an understanding of near- and long-term threats, national needs, and operational 
vulnerabilities. S&T also assesses technical opportunity areas that are particularly suitable 
for development. 

To ensure our research portfolio aligns to these priorities, S&T has committed to an annual 
review of our basic and applied research and development and all proposed "new start" 
projects. The process consists of written materials, an oral presentation by the project 
manager, and careful analysis of the project's likely impact and feasibility (or "riskiness") as 
judged against specific metrics determined by S&T with input from the operating 
components. These metries establish a framework to address elements essential to 
programmatic success in the context of the DHS's QHSR missions. These elements include 

• Relevance: To what extent is the project’s product(s) aligned with a concept of 
operations? 

• Clarity of Customer Need: Are the customer’s requirements clear? 

• Nature of Customer Involvement: Is the team in close collaboration with the 
customer on project details 

• Impact Potential: Does the project’s product(s) provide advantages (faster, better, 
cheaper, superior concept of operation, breadth of deployment, etc.) over how the 
customer currently approaches the problem? 

• Research Leadership: Has this project resulted in accomplishments (publications, 
patents, awards, impact on high visibility programs, and/or personnel development) 
that will provide DHS S&T with a leadership position? 
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• Innovation: Does the project attempt to realize its objectives in a way that others 
have not previously considered or exploited? 

• Technical / Research Feasibility: How difficult are the technical and/or research 
challenges facing this project 

• Project Clarity: How well is the project described, laid-out - is it clear what the 
team will do? Is the problem well defined and the approach clear? 

• Transition Likelihood: Is there a clear path to transition? Customer readiness? Are 
there any secondary issues related to CONOPs. proponency, budgeting, regulatory or 
statutory realities, business value? 

• Technical Maturity: What is the life-cycle stage of the core technology that enables 
this effort? 

• Time-To-First-Use: When will the results of this research be useable by an end-user 
in the field? 


A review panel comprised of S&T leaders and DHS Component representatives, who also 
may consider the independent technical views of outside experts, evaluates and rates each 
project. By measuring all of S&T’s against the framework, a shareable view of all R&D 
within S&T is established to enable more strategic, longer-term budget decisions, ensure 
efficient delivery to the component or end user and nurture effective communication 
throughout the process. 

We also continue to partner with DHS Components through the Integrated Product Team 
(IPT) process to assist them in developing and prioritizing requirements that improve 
Components’ mission performance. 

Questions: In an era of reduced budgets, how are you going to prioritize how to spend these 
dollars to make sure that they are not duplicative of ongoing efforts in both the federal 
government and the private sector? Will you be taking the same care to justify continuing to 
invest in ongoing projects as you take when deciding whether to initiate a project? 

ANSWER: I have established the office of Research and Development Partnerships (RDP) 
to ensure that the Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) has a rich “situational 
awareness” of the scientific research and technology development occurring in the public and 
private sectors, across federal agencies and internationally and foster an openness to work 
collaboratively with these partners on challenges facing the Department. The RDP acts as a 
critical portal to S&T. providing commercial entities with easy access to the information 
needed to understand DHS needs, while enabling S&T program managers to make 
connections across the entire horizon of research and development (R&D), allowing S&T to 
leverage investments and innovations made by other federal agencies, foreign governments, 
universities and the private sector through mutually-beneficial partnerships. 

S&T is closely reviewing ongoing projects as well as new starts to ensure we are working on 
the highest priority projects. To do this. S&T has established an annual review of our 
portfolio of basic and applied R&D and ail proposed "new start" projects. The process 
consists of written materials, an oral presentation by the project manager, and careful 
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analysis of the project's likely impact and feasibility (or "riskiness") as judged against 
specific metrics determined by S&T with input from the operating components. These 
metrics establish a framework to address elements essential to programmatic success in the 
context of the DHS’s Quadrennial Homeland Security Report (QHSR) missions. These 
elements include overall impact on customer mission, transitioning of products to the field, 
investing in technology to position S&T for the future, coordinating with customers to align 
projects with their requirements and approaching our challenges with an innovative strategy. 

A review panel comprised of S&T leaders and DHS Component representatives, who also 
may consider the independent technical views of outside experts, evaluates and rates each 
project. By measuring all of S&T’s projects against the framework, a transparent view of all 
R&D within S&T is established to enable more strategic, longer-term budget decisions, 
ensure efficient delivery to the component or end user and nurture effective communication 
throughout the process. The expertise of the review panel provides an added value in their 
understanding and knowledge of other similar ongoing projects that exist both in other 
federal agencies and the private sector. This information is factored into the decision process 
when evaluating all new start/projects as well as existing projects. 

S&T also participates in many federal interagency groups that ensure the government is 
using research and development funds as effectively as possible. Along with Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering Zach Lemnios, and Office of Science and 
Technology Policy Associate Director for National Security and International Affairs, 1 co- 
chair the National Science & Technology Committee on Homeland and National Security 
(CHNS). This committee convenes over 20 heads of federal government R&D efforts 
approximately quarterly to discuss strategic issues. Many S&T employees chair 
subcommittees of CHNS that develop more detailed strategies for dividing the many research 
and development needs of the nation. I also meet biannually with Under Secretary of 
Defense for Acquisition, Technology & Logistics Dr Ashton Carter in the Capability 
Development Working Group. DHS and DOD identify topics of mutual interest and jointly 
review programs in a different area. Most recently, the Mission Executive Council was 
formed between the DOE, the Office of the Director of National Intelligence, DOD and 
DHS, to ensure that we are most effectively utilizing the resources of the DOE national labs. 
This is to list only a few examples of the effort S&T and 1 personally invest in making sure 
our efforts are not wasted or dupl icati ve. 

Question: Independent, rigorous program evaluations and assessments are necessary to 
ensure that research and development funding is being wisely spent to develop programs that 
meet a critical homeland security need and provide effective solutions for the targeted 
populations and the federal employees. Please describe S&T’s capabilities for executing 
program evaluations and assessments and future plans for developing program evaluation 
capabilities and methods for evaluating specific S&T research and development efforts. 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) has established a process of 
ongoing reviews of our entire research and development (R&D) portfolio to ensure that we 
are investing in technologies that will significantly improve DHS’s efforts to help secure the 
country and meeting the goals established by our partners in the operating components and 
the broader homeland security enterprise (HSE). S&T has committed to an annual review of 
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our portfolio of basic and applied R&D and all proposed new projects, which includes a 
review process consisting of written materials, an oral presentation by the project manager, 
and careful analysis of the project's likely impact and feasibility (or "riskiness") as judged 
against specific metrics determined by S&T with input from the operating components. 

These metrics are designed to establish a framework to address elements essential to 
programmatic success in the context of the DHS's Quadrennial Homeland Security Review 
(QllSR) missions. Specifically, the framework assesses a project’s overall impact on 
customer mission, transition of products to the field, investment in technology to position 
Sc&T for the future, coordination with customers to align projects with their requirements, 
and application of an innovative strategy. A review panel of S&T leaders and the DHS 
component representatives evaluates each project. By measuring all of S&T’s projects 
against the framework, a transparent view of all R&D within S&T is established to enable 
more strategic, longer-term budget decisions, ensure efficient delivery to the component or 
end user and nurture effective communication throughout the process. This particular review 
model and framework has been used by both federal and private R&D organizations, 
including the prize-winning Army Engineering, Research and Development Laboratory. 

Question: The human factors program is eliminated if the reorganization is approved. Some 
of their activities will be subsumed under natural disaster resiliency and others under counter 
terrorist research and development. In total, there is $1 1 .8 million for what was human factor 
activities in 2012, which is over $2 million less than requested in 201 1 and $4.2 million less 
than enacted in 2010. 1 have made my interest in human factors research abundantly clear in 
the past, expressing concerns that funding levels of this size would delay programs to bolster 
the resilience of communities affected by terrorist acts of natural disasters as well as delay 
research on insider threats, violent intent modeling, and suspicious behavior. With this 
reorganization proposal, are you moving away from an emphasis on human factors research? 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology Directorate (S&'f) is not moving away from 
human factors research as a result of the realignment. The Human Factors Division still 
exists within the Office of Homeland Security Advanced Research Projects Agency 
(HSARPA). Indeed, as was discussed at a recent meeting of federal research and 
development (R&D) leaders, social science questions and methods are critical to almost all 
homeland and national security research. S&T’s work in the specific areas of inquiry noted 
above has been positively reviewed and widely used within DHS and beyond. But the wide 
range and variety of research encompassed by or relevant to “human factors’’ makes this 
designation confusing as a budget category. 

We believe the proposed S&T budget categories are better aligned with DHS Quadrennial 
Homeland Security Review (QHSR) priorities and with the actual work of S&T than are 
previous budget categories which are keyed to technical disciplines. Moreover, the new 
budget categories encourage multidisciplinary research efforts and team-based projects. S&T 
will provide the Committee with an Armual Change Report that will present an overview of 
program changes. Thus, under the proposed budget structure, the “human factors’’ research 
referred to in the question would be categorized as follows: 


• Hostile Behavior Predict and Detect 
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o Community Perceptions of Technologies Panel 
o Insider Threat Detection 
o Internet Radicalization 

o Passive Methods for Precision Behavioral Screening 
o Violent Intent Modeling and Simulation 
o Wide Area Surveillance 
• Identity Management 

o Biometrics Detector 
o Mobile Biometrics Systems 
o Multi-Modal Biometrics 
o Remote Biometrics Capture 
o Ten-Print Capture 

o Under Secretary’s Initiative - Biometrics 
o Under Secretary’s Initiative - Rapid DNA 

In the proposed budget realignment, funding for the behavioral science projects is included in 
many of our budget lines. The realignment showed that the Human Factors and Behavioral 
Sciences Division is planning to execute $37 million in FY 2012. In addition, the Division 
expects approximately $7 million in matching funds from external partners. However, as a 
result of the reductions to S&T’s research, development, acquisitions, and operations 
(RDA&O) appropriation in the FY 201 1 Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act, ScfeT is 
reevaluating all areas including human factors research for funding reductions. 

Question: The National Academy of Sciences (NAS) recently reviewed the Department’s 
approach to risk analysis, identifying several shortcomings and recommending actions that 
would improve this capability. The NAS specifically called for DHS to develop a strong 
social science research capability and to incorporate the results of social science research 
fully in risk analyses and risk management practices. I agree that social science expertise is 
critical to understanding terrorism risk, to properly model societal responses to all disasters 
scenarios, and to effectively communicate risk to the public. In fact, this Subcommittee 
directed S&T last year to enhance risk management and analysis expertise under the Human 
Factors Division to assist DHS in improving these capabilities department-wide, in light of 
this critical review of the Department’s risk analysis capability, what efforts have been made 
at S&T, and perhaps specifically within the Human Factors Division, to improve risk 
analysis and risk management at DHS? 

ANSWER: The Human Factors/Behavioral Sciences Division has initiated the Quantitative 
Psychosocial Impacts Index Project, which will develop an index of the direct and indirect 
public health, social, and political impacts of disasters. This project will identify public 
health, civil society, and public trust measures for inclusion in the index; analyze their 
reliability, sensitivity, and validity; derive a concise summary index; and test the index’s 
utility in the context of multiple past disasters. The goal is to provide a framework for 
incorporating psychosocial impacts into risk assessments and other analyses in order to 
inform programs developed to mitigate the impacts of disasters and promote resilience. 



128 


The Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) has established programs dedicated to 
improving risk analysis and risk management. The objectives of these programs are to 
inform S&T's requirement decisions for technology investments through risk analysis and to 
implement a true systems engineering approach to requirements definition and technology 
transition processes. To that end, the Risk Sciences Branch will develop improved 
procedures to ensure that risk analy.ses appropriately inform S&T's capability requirements 
decisions and that risk is consistently and routinely assessed as a part of the S&T’s 
technology selection and development processes. The Risk Management Branch is 
developing procedures and methods to analyze and manage technological and programmatic 
risks associated with execution of S&T's portfolio of research and development projects. 
These changes will improve S&T’s ability to support DHS components and to address threats 
and hazards faced by federal, state, regional, local, and tribal level elements of the national 
homeland security enterprise. 

Responsibility for risk analysis and risk management is spread widely across DHS’s 
operating and support components, as well as across the national homeland security 
enterprise more broadly. A recent DHS Management Directive on Integrated Risk 
Management defines component responsibilities and sets objectives to improve DHS risk 
analysis and management maturity and capability. S&T Risk Management efforts are closely 
coordinated with the Undersecretary for Management’s Acquisition and Program 
Management Division, the Office of Risk Management and Analysis in the National 
Protection and Programs Directorate and others as appropriate. S&T’s Risk Sciences and 
Risk Management Branches will be major contributors to DHS efforts to improve theory and 
practice in DHS risk analysis, risk communications and risk management. 

Question: In November 2010, the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) released its site- 
specific risk assessment of the National Bio and Agro-defense Facility (NBAF) in 
Manhattan, Kansas and found there was a substantial risk of release of foot-and-mouth virus 
leading to infection outside the laboratory within the next 50 years. While I think we all have 
concerns that the NAS study exaggerates the risk because it does not consider mitigation 
strategies that will be included in the design and construction of the lab, the risk of release 
needs to be addressed. A re-assessment, with NAS review, clearly needs to be done, once the 
facility is at the 50 percent design level, before DHS proceeds with construction funding for 
NBAF. How far along is the NBAF design now? When do you believe 50 percent design 
work will be completed and will additional mitigation measures, such as those items of 
concern to NAS, be built into the design at that point? 

ANSWER: DHS is implementing the risk mitigation recommendations into the design, 
which is 35 percent complete. The design is currently undergoing DHS, USDA, and third 
party review to ensure the recommendations are sufficiently addressed. In fall of 2011, the 
50 percent design will be completed and will include the final risk mitigation strategies 
addressing the concerns noted in the risk assessment and National Academy of Sciences 
(NAS) review. 

Question: To date, $1 13.6 million has been appropriated so far for NBAF. DHS requested 
no funding for 201 1 because they were going to reprogram $40 million to build the Central 
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Utility Plant (CUP) for NBAF. Kansas is providing an equal amount of funding for this 
effort. However, until the final 201 1 Appropriation is enacted, funding for the CUP will 
remain in limbo. The FY 2012 request contains $150 million for initial construction funding 
of the NBAF laboratory itself Assistant Secretary O’Toole, what impact does the delayed 
201 1 appropriation have on the NBAF schedule? Obviously CUP construction is delayed. 
Does that impact your need for all $150 million in 2012? 

ANSWER: The delay in enacting the Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act for FY 
20 1 1 , in and of itself, would not have adversely affected the Central Utility Plant (CUP) 
construction because DHS was not planning to award the CUP construction contract until 
April 2011. Section 1647 of the Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act for FY 201 1 
prohibits DHS from using funds provided in the Act until a revised site specific risk 
assessment is submitted to Congress. This will impact the overall schedule and may delay 
project completion by six months. The design for the laboratory continues and DHS will be 
prepared to award the laboratory construction contract in FY 2012, which will require the full 
$150 million. 

Question: At this point, what do you believe the total costs are to build NBAF? Of this 
total, what is the federal share? 

ANSWER: The acquisition program baseline for the project is $725 million, including $615 
million of federal funds and $110 million of gift funds from the State of Kansas to prepare 
the site and construct the Central Utility Plant (CUP). However, the risk mitigation 
recommendations from the site specific risk assessment (SSRA) will impact the overall cost 
to construct NBAF. The design modifications based on the SSRA recommendations are 
currently being developed and the cost impacts cannot be estimated until 50 percent design. 
At that point, DHS will update the acquisition program baseline and construction schedule. 

Question: The 2012 budget indicates that DHS plans to build NBAF in “useable segments”. 
Is this the most cost effective way to construct this facility? Or will this approach require the 
contractor to go back to “completed .segments” and open those up to add connections for 
heat, AC, lighting or tear down walls that were temporarily installed? If it is the latter, why 
did you pick this approach? 

ANSWER: The FY 2012 budget request for NBAF con.struction is based on building the lab 
in stages. While “useful segments” may not be the most cost effective approach for the 
NBAF project, it is wi.se because it reduces the risk of fiiture construction liabilities that an 
incremental approach poses. DHS plans on awarding the construction in two packages, one 
for the central utility plant and the other for the laboratory facility. The laboratory- 
construction contract will be awarded for the first stage with options for following stages 
based on the availability of funding. If no funds are available in follow on years, then DHS 
would complete a useful segment with available funds. 

Que.stion: Research and development efforts often confront difficulties when crossing the 
"valley of death” - the phase of technology development between the creation of a successful 
prototype and the routine use of the technology in operational environments. There are many 
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reasons for this gap. Successfully transitioning projects demands a close working relationship 
with the customer and a deep understanding of the operational needs and constraints 
associated with the problem to be solved. Dr. O’Toole has been working to address this gap 
since taking over S&T. What efforts have you put in place so that research S&T conducts for 
other DHS component agencies is actually used by those agencies in an operational setting? 
How are you overcoming this “valley of death”? 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) has several ongoing and 
recently initiated efforts in place to ensure technology transitions into use. S&T has made it 
a priority to overcome the “valley of death” and leverage S&T’s technical expertise to assist 
DHS Components' efforts to establish operational requirements, and to select and acquire 
needed technologies. S&T has established an annual review process of our entire research 
and development (R&D) portfolio to ensure that we are investing in technologies that are 
likely to transition into use and will significantly improve DHS’s efforts to make America 
secure. S&T continues to instill a more cohesive, systems engineering-based approach to 
DHS Components’ use of technologies. To focus efforts in this area, S&T has established the 
Acquisition Support and Operations Analysis (ASOA) group to leverage S&T's critical mass 
of technical capability within DHS and work with the DHS Under Secretary for Management 
to provide a full range of coordinated operations analysis, systems engineering, test and 
evaluation, and standards development support to the DHS Components to ensure user needs 
are translated into real capabilities that can be validated upon delivery and deployed without 
delay. By helping DHS Components develop concrete operational requirements, ASOA will 
enable S&T to develop technologies that are likely to transition and knowledge products. 

Question: S&T's university-based educational programs develop essential scientific and 
technical expertise through a suite of scholarship, fellowship, and research opportunities. 
These programs prepare the next generation of scientific and engineering leaders to work in 
the homeland security arena. While the Centers of Excellence receive the majority of the 
funding under university programs ($40 million in 2010 or 80 percent of the account), 
funding is also provided for fellows and minority serving institutions (about $10 million, or 
20 percent of the account). 

With the proposed transfer of the Domestic Nuclear Detection Office’s transformational 
research activities to S&T in the 2012 budget request (a rehash of the 201 1 budget request), 
the budget did not transfer funding for university programs, fellows, and research 
opportunities. DNDO has $5.74 million in its 2012 budget for “expertise development”, to 
provide scholarships, fellowships, internships, post-graduate, and university awards in 
nuclear forensics. Under Secretary O’Toole, was there any discussion about combining the 
scholarship, fellowship and research opportunities in S&T and DNDO? Both of you are 
investing in the next generation of researchers. Wouldn't you get more “bang for the buck” 
if you combined these two program, particularly since S&T will be handling radiological and 
nuclear research in 2012 if the budget request is approved? 

ANSWER: The Domestic Nuclear Detection Office (DNDO) expertise development 
budget is targeted at filling specific expertise gaps in the technical nuclear forensics field 
through the “National Nuclear Forensics Expertise Development Program” (NNFEDP), 
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mandated by Congress in Public Law 111-140 ‘‘^Nuclear Forensics and Attribution Act” of 
February 201 0. The deliberately narrow focus of this program is essential to achieving its 
ultimate goal: to restore and sustain an enduring nuclear forensics expertise pipeline, one of 
the most significant challenges facing the national capability. DNDO’s National Technical 
Nuclear Forensics Center (NTNFC) leads the NNFEDP as part of its responsibility to provide 
overarching stewardship and advancement of the U.S. Government nuclear forensics 
capability. As such, the program is inextricably linked to DNDO’s nuclear forensics mission 
and the prioritized near-term research and development (R&D) needs associated with that 
mission, which will remain the responsibility of DNDO and its interagency partners in the 
proposed budget. Similarly, S&T’s university-based educational programs maintain a much 
broader scope than the NNFEDP, funding institutions and students studying topics related to 
science, engineering, and homeland security. The Transformational and Applied Research 
(TAR) Directorate’s Academic Research Initiative (ARl) is also a separate but 
complementary effort to the NNFEDP, in that it is broader and focused particularly on 
detection-related research but includes a nuclear forensics long-term research thrust. 
NNFEDP scholars, fellows, university, and faculty awardees must pursue degrees, conduct 
research, and build academic programs that directly contribute to advancing the U.S. 
Government nuclear forensics mission. For these reasons, it is critical that the nuclear 
forensics expertise development program at DNDO remain a separate effort focused entirely 
on accomplishing its very specific mandate, intimately linked to day-to-day nuclear forensics 
activities (capability development, near-term research, exercising, assessing, etc.) within 
DNDO’s NTNFC. 

S&T’s Office of University Programs (OUP) and DNDO’s education programs have shared 
information and had several discussions about how best to work together. The DNDO and 
OUP education programs were established with different objectives at different time periods. 
S&T will work with DNDO to ensure efficient management of the two education programs. 
Additionally, both S&T and DNDO are participating in a DHS-wide effort, initiated by 
Secretary Napolitano, to create a coordinated academic outreach strategy that will make all of 
DHS’s interactions with universities as efficient as possible in helping DHS achieve its 
mission. 

Question: The FY 2012 budget again requests that transformational research currently being 
conducted by DNDO be transferred to S&T because of the research synergies. In total, this 
transfer equates to $109 million of the $1,176 billion reque.sted. There is some concern that 
the transformational research at DNDO is just beginning to mature and that if this program is 
transferred to S&T now, these efforts will not receive the same level of attention, especially 
since Dr. O'Toole’s organization is focusing on fewer projects that are shorter in nature. 
Under Secretary O’Toole, why should the transformational research program transfer from 
DNDO to S&T as proposed in your budget? How does transformational research, which by 
its nature is long term research, fit into your reorganized Directorate that is now focused on 
fewer projects that have a shorter turn around? 

ANSWER: R&D into preventing rad/nuc detection is and will remain a priority for DHS. 
Moving the Transformational and Applied Research (TAR) program back under the Science 
and Technology Directorate (S&T) reduces duplicative efforts in program management and 
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support. The move also consolidates Chemical, Biological, and Radiological, Nuclear and 
Explosive (CBRNE) research under S&T, which serves as the research and development 
(R&D) expertise for homeland security. Unifying CBRNE research within S&T will create a 
better environment for R&D coordination in support of the DHS mission. 

Currently, DNDO runs the Transformational and Applied Research (TAR) Integrated 
Product Team (IPT), which handles issues associated with the transfer of technology 
developed by TAR to other directorates in DNDO and issues associated with the formation of 
TAR projects to fill gaps in the Global Nuclear Detection Architecture (GNDA). S&T 
currently has representation on the TAR IPT. The function and membership of the TAR IPT 
will remain intact after the transfer of TAR to S&T. This will be documented in a 
Memorandum of Understanding between DNDO and S&T. 

Question: The FY 2012 budget includes $19 million for the Directorate’s natural disaster 
resiliency program to help respond to and recover from large-scale natural disasters. A major 
earthquake in Japan led to the current problems there. Can you tell me what research, if any, 
S&T is doing or plans to do that would help to avert a similar crisis in this country? How is 
this different from activities that FEMA would be undertaking? 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology (S&T) Directorate has projects aimed at response, 
recovery, and mitigation for multiple hazards. S&T funds research projects that, if successful, 
offer solutions that support FEMA's mission areas. S&T and FEMA work together to 
understand the requirements in order to create viable solution-s for multiple hazards and tools 
for emergency responders. 

S&T is engaging in research and development on seismic activity detection. The Seismic 
Activity Data Collection, Detection, Analysis, Alert, and Warning Project will improve 
forecasting, alert, and warning on seismic activity. Improvements in seismic anomaly 
detection will provide alerts of a potential earthquake hours to days in advance. New data 
processing algorithms and hardened infrastructure will result in advanced earthquake 
warnings to initiate response procedures and shut down critical infrastructure such as gas 
lines, bridges, and other transportation systems to prevent damage due to secondary fires and 
other hazards. S&T is engaged in research to improve earthquake response through remote 
sensing. S&T is working with the Naval Postgraduate School, FEMA Headquarters, and 
FEMA Region IX as well as several state and local emergency response agencies to develop 
new information products from remote sensing data (spacebome and airborne) that improve 
response procedures and provide improved situational awareness for issues such as extent 
and severity of damage. 

S&T is also conducting research studies of self-healing design features built into 
embankment dams to prevent piping or internal erosion as the result of significant damage. 
This work will improve numerical modeling of soils subjected to extreme loads. S&T is also 
co-lunding the development of a rapid recovery transformer with private industry that is 
portable and readily deployable to restore power. The resilient electric grid is developing a 
superconducting cable to enable widespread power sharing while preventing blackouts. 

S&T’s resilient tunnel project is developing an inflatable plug that seals off a tunnel and 
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stops the damage from spreading in the event of flooding, fire, or man-made attack. The 
geographical information system analysis mapping tools can analyze response and damage 
information and train emergency responders to deal more effectively with limited resources 
to various hazards. 

The integrated rapid visual screening is a risk assessment tool that enables risk assessments 
for terrorist attack, floods, earthquakes, wind, and fire hazards to be incorporated in a single 
assessment in a short time frame, about two hours per facility. Advanced materials projects 
attempt to mature emerging materials to commercial production. These advanced materials 
have multiple positive performance properties that include resistance to seismic, fire, flood, 
wind, and blast effects in addition to reduced susceptibility to corrosion, fatigue and other 
damaging effects of weather and operational use over time. However, as a result of the 
reductions to S&T's research, development, acquisitions, and operations (RDA&O) 
appropriation in the FY 201 1 Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act, S&T is reevaluating 
ail areas including Disaster Resiliency for funding. 

Question: To develop effective cyber security strategies and policies, we must better 
understand how people perceive the cyber security threat, the incentives that will influence 
their behavior, and ways to communicate both the nature of the threat and the appropriate 
ways to improve security practices. Answering these social science questions should be part 
of S&T’s research mission. Please describe the programs and plans S&T has to conduct 
research into social science aspects of cyber security. 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) currently has an active Broad 
Agency Announcement (BAA) that includes several topics looking at the social science 
aspects of cyber security. These topics include: U.sable Security, Incident Response 
Communities, and Cyber Economics. 

Usable Security means a system must be functional and user friendly while maintaining 
security. Implementation of Usable Security is a challenging problem. In order to fully 
understand these challenges, we need to study the social science aspects of cyber security and 
better understand what makes security usable (and non-usable). 

Incident Response Communities identifies the characteristics that define an excellent Cyber 
Security Incident Response (CSIR) individual, team, and/or community. Research on the 
psychology and sociology of CSIR individuals, teams, and communities is multi- 
disciplinary — bringing together technologists, analysts, and social scientists. These groups 
are brought together to study existing and proposed CSIR individuals, teams, and 
communities in the course of average and extraordinary cyber response scenarios. 

Cyber Economics seeks to promote the role of economics in identifying and realigning cyber 
economic incentives by creating science-based understanding of markets, decision making, 
and motivators. As an emerging field, cyber security economics describes a range of areas 
that are not well understood in linking economic factors with cyber security. These research 
challenges are multi-disciplinary in nature, combining engineering, computer science, 
business, economics, and behavioral and social sciences. 
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Usable Security means a system must be functional and user friendly while maintaining 
security. Implementation of Usable Security is a challenging problem. In order to fully 
understand these challenges, we need to study the social science aspects of cyber security and 
better understand what makes security usable (and non-usable). 

Incident Response Communities identifies the characteristics that define an excellent Cyber 
Security Incident Response (CSIR) individual, team, and/or community. Research on the 
psychology and sociology of CSIR individuals, teams, and communities is multi- 
disciplinary — bringing together technologists, analysts, and social scientists. These groups 
are brought together to study existing and proposed CSIR individuals, teams, and 
communities in the course of average and extraordinary cyber response scenarios. 

Cyber Economics seeks to promote the role of economics in identifying and realigning cyber 
economic incentives by creating science-based understanding of markets, decision making, 
and motivators. As an emerging field, cyber security economics describes a range of areas 
that are not well understood in linking economic factors with cyber security. These research 
challenges are multi-disciplinary in nature, combining engineering, computer science, 
business, economics, and behavioral and social sciences. 

Question: In 2008, the National Academy of Sciences expressed concern that TSA’s 
Behavior Detection Officer (BDO) program was deployed before a scientific validation of 
the program was complete. As a result, S&T began reviewing the program's effectiveness. 

In May 2010, GAO raised numerous concerns about the BDO program including that it 
lacked a comprehensive deployment strategy, and TSA could not identify the costs or 
benefits of deploying additional BDO screeners. In addition, GAO recommended that the 
Secretary convene an independent panel to review the study being conducted by S&T to 
determine if it was sufficiently comprehensive and included input from other federal agencies 
and experts in this field, This independent review was supposed to be completed in February 
201 1. Is the independent review of the BDO program complete and what did it find? 

ANSWER: The independent study, conducted by American Institutes for Research (AIR), 
provides evidence to support the criterion-related validity of the SPOT Referral Report, 
which is a checklist of predefined observable indicators used by the Transportation Security 
Administration to identify potentially high risk travelers. AIR completed the study in April. 
201 1 and the associated report is in the DHS clearance process. In FY 2007, the Science and 
Technology Directorate (S&T) and AIR initiated the Screening of Passengers by 
Observational Techniques (SPOT) Validation Project, which included a comparison of 
Operational SPOT and random .screening selection outcomes. The study found that the 
classification accuracy for Operational SPOT was significantly more accurate in identifying 
high risk travelers as defined by possession of serious prohibited/illegal items (weapons, 
fraudulent documents, etc.) and law enforcement arrests. Researchers based this finding 
upon a comparison of Operational SPOT and random screening at 43 airports for a period of 
nine months and included over 23,000 Operational SPOT screenings and 70,000 random 
screenings. 
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Question; Preventing terrorist events before they occur is the core mission of DHS. 
Understand terrorist groups, why they use violence, and when they escalate and deescalate 
their use of violence are critical to our preventative counterterrorism efforts. Please describe 
S&T's programs directed at understanding the basis for group violence and their funding 
levels. 

ANSWER: The Violent Intent Modeling and Simulation (VIMS) Project develops tools to 
assist analysts in determining whether radical groups are likely to engage in political 
violence, This project builds models and data retrieval systems that will allow analysts to 
understand how analysts may use behavioral, social, and organizational factors to make 
strategic predictions about the emergence of violence; increases and decreases of violence 
against the U.S; terrorist target selection; and geographic patterns of violence. In FY 2010, 
the project updated VIMS 2.0 to increase usability, better integrate social-science theory and 
data, and evaluate additional capacities that improve analysis. In FY 201 1, the project 
planned to begin evaluating the information extraction and content analysis tool for 
integration into the analytical framework of VIMS, developing target selection models, and 
conducting field testing. In FY 2012, the project plans to complete a summary of alternative 
methods for validating complex analytic tools for socio-behavioral modeling to include 
initial hypotheses/approaches for the VIMS project, as well as test and add a number of 
additional predictive and forecasting features at the request of users in the intelligence 
community to assist in the management and improve the use of very large amounts of 
information. The Science and Technology Directorate's (S&T) FY 2012 Presidents Budget 
request includes $1.7 million in FY 201 2 for the Violent Intent Modeling and Simulation 
(VIMS) Project. However, as a result of the reductions to S&T's research, development, 
acquisitions, and operations (RDA&O) appropriation in the FY 201 1 Full-Year Continuing 
Appropriations Act, S&T is cutting funding for VIMS in FY 201 1 . 

In addition, the Actionable Indicators and Countermeasures Program supports the 
intelligence and policy communities in assessing threats and developing countermeasures by 
conducting research to identify indicators that actors are moving toward extremist violence 
and analyzing the impacts of measures developed to counter violent extremism. Project 
activities include developing an integrated database on U.S. violent extremism that will 
incorporate multiple levels of analysis (community, group, individual, geospatial), designing 
surveys to measure public attitudes towards terrorism and counterterrorism activities, and 
conducting focus groups and fieldwork to assess initiatives developed to support 
communities and counter violent extremism. In FY 2010, the project completed analyses of 
characteristics that distinguish the rhetoric of violent and non-violent radical Islamist groups. 
In FY 2011, the project will assess communication and outreach strategies aimed at 
countering violent extremism in the U.S. In FY 2012, the project plans to deliver a report on 
quantitative analyses conducted to identify indicators of actors intending to use violence. 

The overall goal of this project is to improve our ability to identify and counter potential 
threats in order to prevent the fatalities, negative economic impacts, and psychosocial 
consequences that result from extremist violence. S&T’s FY 2012 Presidents Budget request 
includes $3.7 million for the Actionable Indicators and Countermeasures Program. 
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Question: How will S&T develop tools to help security analysts assess violent terrorist 
groups? 

ANSWER: The Violent Intent Modeling and Simulation (VIMS) program is developing a 
decision support tool that directly implements the most recent developments in our 
understanding of violent terrorist groups from social sciences, including political science, 
criminology, psychology, sociology, and economics as well as statistical analysis of rare 
events. This tool is intended to provide information regarding a group’s likelihood to engage 
in violence for analysts that is useful, timely, and can organize very large amounts of 
information that is accessible and meaningful to the analyst. Additionally, this system 
applies accepted scientific techniques to mitigate information overload and cognitive bias 
and therefore help to address the “big data problem” in intelligence analysis. In FY 2011, the 
project planned to begin evaluating the information extraction and content analysis tool for 
integration into the analytical framework of VIMS. In FY 2012, the project plans to 
complete a summary of alternative methods for validating complex analylic tools for socio- 
behavioral modeling to include initial hypotheses/approaches for the VIMS project. As a 
result of the reduction to the Science and Technology Directorate’s (S&T) research, 
development, acquisitions, and operations appropriation in the FY 201 1 Continuing 
Resolution, S&T is reevaluating this project for funding. 

Question: Faith based and community organizations should play a key role in emergency 
preparedness and response, but research has shown that many of them are not properly 
integrated into the emergency response network. What are S&T’s plans for conducting 
research to demonstrate the best methods for integrating faith and community based 
organizations into the existing emergency preparedness and response structure? 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) works in partnership with the 
DHS Center for Faith-Based and Neighborhood Partnerships to expand the contribution of 
diverse faith-based and community-based organizations (FBCOs) in helping communities 
prepare for, respond to, and recover from disasters. Under the first phase of the project, the 
community assessment will identify: current disaster-related support activities; resource 
needs and challenges of FBCOs; disaster-related planning, partnerships, and other 
management practices; and innovative solutions to prepare for and respond to disasters. In 
the short term, the project will help us better understand challenges faced by unaffiliated 
organizations, and help build relationships between unaffiliated organizations and official 
emergency response organizations. In phase two and beyond, the project will design and test 
an emergency planning “management model” that can be used by unaffiliated faith-based and 
community organizations to further organize and develop their efforts to serve the emergency 
needs of their communities. S&T also plans to conduct a program evaluation of the impact 
and effectiveness of the piloted management model. However, as a result of the reductions 
to S&T’s research, development, acquisitions, and operations (RDA&O) appropriation in the 
FY 201 1 Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act, S&T has reduced funding in this area. 

Question: What funding will S&T direct toward conducting pilot studies and demonstration 
projects in this budget? 
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Answer: Pilots and demonstrations play an integral part in many projects and their funding 
is included within the larger project funding. The Science and Technology Directorate 
(S&T) has the following pilots and/or demonstrations scheduled for the remainder of the 
year: 




Local <VMiocn 



Foot & Mouth 
Disease (FMD) 
Vaccine Field 
Safety Study 

Foreign Animal Disease Counterme^ure 
Program (Vaccines & Diagnostics) - S&T arnl 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) are 
developing the first FMD molecular vaccine 
that does not require use of the live virus arid 
that is safe to manufacture in the U.S. 
Demonstration is a 600-head cattle study 
lasting 21 days in 3 Midwest states to meet 
vaccine licensing requirements. 

USDA Animal and 
Plant Health 
inspec^icm Service 
(APHIS) 

July- 

September 

2011 

Homeland Security 
Advanced Research 
Projects Agency 
(HSARPA)/Chemical and 
Biological Division 

Detect-to-Protect 

Rapid 

BioDetection 

Detect-to-Protect - Demonstrate se\reral rapid 
bio-detection sensors developed by DHS S&T 
in 3 underground stations in the 
Massachusetts Bay Transportation System (T 
Line). The sensors will operate in Une T Line 
for 1 year and connect to a communication 
system external to the T Line's daily 
operations. The tests wilt determine the 
sensor detection and false alarm performance 
in this demanding operational environment. 
Tests might also include challenging the 
sensors with benign simulants to demonstrate 
end-to-end performance of the networked 
system. 

Massachusetts Bay 
Transportation 
Au^ority. 
Massachusetts 
Department of 
Public Health, 
Boston BioWatch 
Jurisdiction 

May 2011 - 
May 2012 

HSARPA/Chemical and 
Biological Division 

Time Recorded 
Ubiquitous Sensor 
Technologies 
(TRUST) 

TRUST System Prototype Operational 
Demonstration - Prototype collection and 
detection system will be installed in a 20' 
shipping container at the Container Security 
Testbed (CSTB) at Transportation Security 
Laboratory (TSL) and operated during a 
simulated trans-ocean transit. While in transit, 
simulated threats will be released to 
test/demonstrate the effectiveness of the 
prototype system. 

TSL in Atlantic 
City. NJ 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 

Safe Container 
(SAFECON) 

Remote Vapor Inspection System (RVIS) 
Prototype Demonstration - Demonstrate the 
RVIS capability to detect an explosive material 
in a 20' International Organization for 
Standardization container in a relevant 
environment. 

TSL in Atlantic City, 
NJ 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 

TUNNEL 

DETECTION 

Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR) Operational 
Demonstration - Prototype GPR system wifi 
be demonstrated at an actual tunnel location 
to validate the results of modeling and 
simulation efforts. 

To involve Customs 
and Border 
Protection 
(CBP)/Border 
Patrol agents at a 
location TBD on the 
southwest border 
(AZ or CA) 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 
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Local Pi't.-H.n 

Date 


SAFECON 

Mobile Detector System (MDS) Demonstraticm 
- Demonstrate the capability of Itre MDS to 
detect threats in a shipping container. 
Recently developed and built MDS systems 
will be demonstrated at TSL priw to 
transitioning the units to CBP to inifiale the 
pilot. 

TSL in Atlantic City, 
NJ 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 

Tunnel Activity 
Monitoring 

Project Overview Brief and Protot^e 
Demonstration at Engineerif>g Testt^ 

CBP; 

- Massachusetts 

institute of 
Technology Lincoln 
Laboratory 
(MIT/LL). 
Lexington, MA 

- Boston Water 

Sewer 

Commission, 
Boston, MA 
- MA National 
Guard, Boston. MA 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 

Buried Cable 
Southwest Border 

Demonstration on southwest border of the 
surveillance capabilities of buried cable 
technology to include potential for detection 
and classification of targets. 

CBP; 

- Night Vision & 
Electronics Sensors 
Directorate, Ft. 
Belvoir, VA 

- Naval Research 
Laboratory (NRL), 
Washington, DC 

- Sandia National 

Laboratory, 
Albuquerque, NM 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 

Radar 

Comparative 

Testing 

Test and Evaluation of Multiple Radars at Fort 
Huachuca, AZ 

CBP/Office of 
Technology 
Innovation and 
Acquisition (OTIA); 

- Telephonies 
Corp., Farmingdale, 

NY 

- DRS Technology, 

A Finmeccanica 

Co., Arlington, VA 
• Plextek Limited, 
Essex. UK 

- IR Systems LLC, 
Rockville. MD 

- DMT LLC. 
Sterling. VA 

-EADS NA. lnc„ 
Arlington, VA 
- MIT/LL. 
Lexington. MA 
- Stargates Inc.. 
Ariington, VA 

- IDA. Alexandria, 

VA 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 
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SBIR 5.1 Phase II, 
Under Water 
Swimmer/ 

Diver Detection 
System 

Prototype Demonstration of Muittpie 
Surveillance Technologies 

United States 
Coast Guard 
(USCG); 

- BioSonics Inc. , 
Seattle. WA 

- Farsounder Inc., 

Warwick, R! 

- Applied Physical 
^ence Corp, 

Groton, CT 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 

SBIR 6,1 Phase 

III, Mobile 
Surveillance 
Systems (MSS) 
Uoarade Retrofit 

Southwest border demonstration and testify 
of radar/imager enhancements to U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection (CBP) MSS 
units. 

CBP/OTIA; 

- Toyon Research 
Corp., Golela, CA 

- Vista Research 
Corp., Arlinqton, VA 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 

Container Security 
Device 

China Pilot testing - detecting door openings 
and anomalies while tradting shipments frCMH 
the Shanghai, China to the P<wt of Savannah, 
Georgia 

Georgia Tedi 
Research Institute 
(Atlanta. Geoigia); 
Sandia National 
Labs (Albuquerque, 
New Mexico); 
SPAWAR (San 
Diego. California); 
iConfrol (San Jose, 
California) 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 

Wide Area Motion 
Imager for 
Homeland Security 
(WAMIDS) 

Test and evaluate the operational 
effectiveness of developmental wide-area 
infrared sensors with a goal to detect 
individuals walking across an 8-mi wide swath 
of desert at night. 

- Federal 
Partners: CBP 

- Nogales. AZ 
' Performer (all in 

Nogales. AZ); 
Logos Inc. BAE 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 
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1 Dal;' 

Shipboard 
Automatic 
Identification 
System (AiS) and 
Radar Contact 
Reporting 
(SARCR) Project 

Conduct finai field testing and transition of 
SARCR prototype unite. 

- NRL, Wa^ington, 

DC: 

- Mnemonics Inc., 

M^borne, FL 
- Assurance 
Technology 
Corporation (ATC), 
Carlisle, MA 

- US Department of 

Transportation 
Research and 
innovation 
Technology 
Administration 
Voipe National 
Transportation 
Systems Center 
(VOLPE), Boston, 
MA 

- Maersk Lines 
Limited, Norfolk. 

VA 

- Celebration 
Cruise Line, Port 

of Palm Beach, FL 

- USCG see Key 
West, Key West, 

FL 

- Naval Undersea 
Warfare Center 

(NUWC), New^rt, 
Rl 

- SRM, Inc., 
Middletown, Rl 

- MITLL. Lincoln, 

MA 

• Naval Surface 
Warfare Center 
(NSWC). Crane, 
lA 

- CACI Federal, 
Artinaton. VA 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 
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'■ i}c-«r'<pbop 

Psrtpvn 

Date 


Tethered Aerostat 
Radar Processor 
(TARP) Project 

Conduct final field testing and transitic»i of 
TARP prototype. 

- NRL, Washington, 

DC: 

- VISTA Research, 
inc., Sunnyvale, 

CA 

- Air F(wce Combat 
Command / A30H 
Tethered Aerostat 

Radar System 
Program ciffice, Ei 
Paso, TX 
- Caribbean Air 
Marine Operations 
Center, San Juan, 
PR 

- USCG see Key 
West, Key West, 

FL 

- NUWe, Newport. 

Rt 

- SRM, Inc., 
Middletovwi, Rl 

- MITLL, Lincoln. 

MA 

-NSWe, Crane, lA 
' CACi Federal, 
Arlington. VA 
- American Bureau 
of Shipbuilding 
Government 
Services (ABSG), 
Alexandria, VA 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 
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Date 


Moduiar Sensor 
System /improved 
Imaging 
Technology 
(MSS/IIT) Project 

Conduct final field testing and transition of 
MSS/IIT prototype. 

- NRL, Washington, 

DC; 

- ATC, Carlisle, MA 

- Inmedius, inc., 
Pittsburg, PA 

- SAIC, Arlington, 

VA 

- Protasis, Inc., 
Alexandria. VA 

- Maryland Natural 
Resource Police, 

Annapolis, MD 

- USCG see 
Baltimore, 

Baltimore, MD 
NUWC, Newport, 

R! 

- SRM. Inc.. 
Middletown. Rf 

- MITLL, Lincoln. 

MA 

- NSWC, Crane, lA 

- CACi Federal. 
Arlington, VA 

- ABSG, 
Alexandria, VA 

2011 

HSARPA/Borders and 
Maritime Security Division 

DHS Secure 
Wireless Access 
Pilot (DSWAP) 

Cyber - A pilot of DHS S&T funded technology 
that enables secure use of wireless networks. 

Federal Law 
Enforcement 
Training 
Center 
(FLETC) 

FY 2011 

HSARPA/Cyber Security 
Division (CSD) 

Public Regional 
Information 
Security Event 
Management 
(PRISEM) 

Cyber > Demo of S&T -funded early warning 
system for everything from botnet incursions, 
compromised desktops, to possible full- 
fledged cyber-attacks. State and local agency 
networks that detect these events on their 
local network would automatically generate 
alerts to other carts of their network and DHS. 

City of Seattle 

FY 2011 

HSARPA/Cyber Security 
Division 

Visualization 
Toolkit for Netflow 
Analytics 
(VIAssist) 

Cyber - A pilot project to test VIAssist 
technology, using data from the DHS SST 
Chief Information Officer. This technology 
reduces the time needed to discover flow 
anomalies by highlighting important 
information in massive amounts of data. 

DHS S&T CIO 

FY2011 

HSARPA/Cyber Security 
Division 

Cauldron 

Cyber - A pilot project to test the Cauldron 
technology developed by DHS S&T. Cauldron 
automates the analysis of all of a network's 
potential attack paths. It takes in vulnerability 
data from scanners, aggregating and 
correlating that data with vulnerability 
databases. 

DHS S&T CIO 

FY2011 

HSARPA/Cyber Security 
Division 

National Lab 
Technology Expo 

_ 

Cyber - 8 National Labs will be asked to 
present and provide a demonstration of their 
research in cybersecurity 

All USG invited. 
Co-hosting this 
event with National 
Protection and 
Programs 
Directorate 

Tentative 

9/15/11 

HSARPA/Cyber Security 
Division 
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Security 

innovation 

Network 

(SINET)Showcase 

Cyber - 20 top cybersecurity technologies wll 
be showcased 

Ail USG invited, co- 
lead by CSD and 
SINET 

October 26, 
2011 

HSARPA/Cyber Security 
Division 

Explosives Defeat 
(Bomb Squad Test 
Bed) 

Demonstration of diagnosUcs and defeat 
technologies 

Michigan State 
Police 

April/Sep 

2011 

HSARPA/Expk 

Division 

Electronic 

Countermeasures 

(ECM) 

Demonstration of ECM technology 

Las Vegas Fire 
Rescue 
(Afson/Bomb 
Squad). Los 
Angeles County 
Sheriffe Dept 

Jun/Jul2011 

HSARPA/Expk 

Division 

Single-Sided 
tmaqinq System 

Demonstration of diagnostic lechncrfogy 

Massachusetts 
Slate Police 

Apr 2011 

HSARPA/Explosives 

Division 

Explosives 
Standoff Detection 
(Standoff 
Technology 
integration and 
Demonstration 
Program, STIDP) 

Integration of explosives standoff detection 
technologies in partnership with Joint 
Improvised Explosive Device Defeat 
Organization (JIEDDO). Prior to the pilot. 
DHS S&T will assess the applicability of 
STIDP’s computational framewrork for surface 
transportation venues. The Pilot will include 
integration and controlling software, 
object tracking, risk based assessment, 
and standoff sensors configured for a variety 
of JIEDDO and DHS scenarios. 

Kennewick, WA. 
Police Department 
and the Toyota 
Center 

Dec 201 1 

HSARPA/Explosives 

Division 

Future Attribute 
Screening 
Technology 
(FAST) 

Limited User Evaluation will include an 
overview of the FAST project including the 
Theory of Matintent and observation of a live 
screening of employees utilizing the current 
baseline sensor suite and ftision algorithm in a 
kiosk configuration at Yankee Stadium, Bronx, 
NY. 

New york Yankees; 
Securitas Services. 
USA. Inc.; National 
Urban Security 
Technology 
Laboratory 
(NUSTL). 

August 2011 

HSARPA/Human Factors ; 
Division 

Building Resilience 
with Diverse 
Communities 

Pilot management guidelines, which include 
training, to Faith Based Community 
Organizations in Miami Dade as they seek to 
improve service to their constituents during 
times of emergency. 

Miami Dade 
Department of 
Emergency 
Management; 
Volunteer Florida; 
Voluntary 
Organizations 
Active in Disaster; 
Miami Chapter of 
the American Red 
Cross; and 75 local 
faith based and 
community based 
oroanizations 

May 2011- 
May 2012 

HSARPA/Human Factors 
Division 

Deception 
Detection 
Techniques 
Computer Based 
Training (CBT) 
Course 

The 8 hour Deception Detection Course 
Computer Based Training will be completed in 
May, 201 1 . Avatars from a content generation 
utility will be added shortly thereafter. 

Computer Based 
Training will be 
transitioned to the 
Las Vegas Metro 
Police Department 
(LVMPO) 

May 2. 2011 
CBT 

July 1, 2001 
CBT with 
Avatars 

HSARPA/Human Factors 
Division 
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Reai-time Risk 
information 
Sharing 
Engagement 
(RrlSE) or Mobile 
SPOT 

The RrlSE system will be demonstrated on 
Transportation Security Administration (TSA) 
HQ production. Behavior Detection Offices at 
an operational airport will capture operational 
Score Sheet and Irrcident Report data that 
would immediately be available to TSA HQ. 

BaMtfnore- 
Washington 
fntemafional Airport 
authorities. 
Transportation 
Security 
Administration 

3Q 

FY 2011 

HSARPA/Human Factors 
Division 

Anomaly Detection 

Demonstration of TSA Screening Passengers 
by Observation Techniques (SPOT) Anomaly 
Detection capability integral^ with the RrlSE 
mobile device (in conjunction with above). 
Automated detection software will generate 
alerts in real-time for TSA SPOT referrals 
exceeding a pre-determined score occxjtring a! 
or across airports within a specified fime 
period. 

Baltimore- 
Washington 
international Airport 
authorities, 
Transportation 
Security 
Administration 

3Q 

FY 2011 

HSARPA/Human Factors 
Division 

First Responder 
Credentialing 

Demonstrate capturing, reviewing, analyzing, 
and managing First Responder credentialing 
attributes at the local level using a mobile App 
to enhance the existing National information 
Exchange Model conformant data exchange 
and data model and informatior^ sequencing 

Cindnnati (Fire 
Department), 
Seattle King County 
(Office of the 
Emergency 
Management) 
Miami Dade (Office 
of the Emergency 
Manaaement) 

2 times in 

CY 2011 

HSARPA/Human Factors 
Division 

Violent Intent 
; Modeling and 
Simulation Tool 

(VIMS) 

Demonstrate Analytic tool and provide 
background information for end-user feedback 
and to gauge interest among fijsion center, 
DOJ, and DHS component potential partners 
at the National Fusion Center Conference. 

North Carolina 
Fusion Center 

15-17 Mar 
2011 

HSARPA/Human Factors 
Division 

Violent Intent 
Modeling and 
Simulation Tool 
(VIMS) 

Pilot tool for usability testing for strategic 
analysis in the North Carolina Fusion Center 
preceding a "Major Event” (i.e. NC State Fair, 
Democratic Convention, etc.) 

North Carolina 
Fusion Center 

Aug-Sep 

2011 

Summer 

2012 

HSARPA/Human Factors 
Division 

Complex Event 
Modeling, 
Simulation, and 
Analysis (CEMSA) 

i 

CEMSA provides DHS analysts with models, 
simulations, tools, and data to assess the 
consequences of multiple interacting complex 
disruptions to critical infrastructure and key 
resources. Demonstration of base year 
orototvpe 

DHS-NPPD. DHS- 
FEMA, DHS-USSS, 
DHS-PLCY. and 
OOD 

Lockheed 

Martin: 

3/18/2011 

Boeing: 

4/8/2011 

HSARPA/Infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

Controlled Impact 
Rescue Tool 
(CIRT) 

CIRT testing with a wide array of Urban 
Search and Rescue teams that will convene at 
Disaster City, TX for classroom and hands on 
training on the use of CIRT for search and 
rescue scenarios. 

Disaster City, TX 
and assortment of 
USAR teams 

Q2 FY11 

HSARPA/Infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

Critical 
Infrastructure 
Inspection 
Management 
System (CIIMS) 

Pilot CIIMS-Asset Tracking System (ASTRAS) 
to support cross-jurisdiction asset tracking 

MD State Police 
and US Park 
Service 

May 2011 

HSARPA/Infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 
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PlIOUOMW 


Date 


Blasl/Projectile 
Protective 
Measures and 
Design Tool 

Tunnel testing - Vintage cast-iron tunnel 
sections were transported from NY for 
explosives testing at Eglin AFB, FL. These 
specimens will provicte an opportunity to 
evaluate mitigation concepts on actual tunnel 
sections, and will provide informative 
comparisons between fabricated cast iron and 
the vintage cast iron material. 

Port Aufoority of 
New Yorfr and New 
Jersey (PANYNJ) 

May 2011 

HSARPA/Infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

Standard Unified 
Modeling Mapping 
integrated Toolkit 
(SUMMIT) 

SUMMIT will be a key technology enabler in 
support of National Level Exerdse 201 1 
(NLEII) activities. 

FEMA NED 
(NationsM Exercise 
Division) 

May 2011 

HSARPA/infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

Unified Incident 
Command and 
Decision Support 
(UtCDS) 

UlCDS data transmission belvireen FEMA HQ 
and Arkansas in support of NLE1 1 . UlCDS 
Middleware will be installed to enhance foe 
two-way sharing of data that transmitted 
during this exerdse. 

Arkansas OEM 

May 2011 

HSARPA/infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

UlCDS 

UlCDS pilot in New Jersey involving Nudear 
Power Companies and State EOC. Tliis pilot 
will provide a leave behind middleware core 
that will connect commercial Emergency 
Management Applications that are currently 
being used by regional state and local end 
users. 

NEHRP & NJ OEM 

June 2011 

HSARPA/infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

UlCDS 

UlCDS Demo with Florida virill provide a proof 
of concept demonstration that illustrates how 
currently installed commercial emei^ency or 
incident management applications can 
seamlessly provide the 2-way sharing and 
exchange shared data with UlCDS the aid of 
UtCDS Middleware. 

Florida OEM . 
Miami Dade Co & 
Alabama OEM 

July 2011 

HSARPA/infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

UlCDS 

UlCDS pilot with PNNL in Padfic Northwest. 

This pilot will provide a leave behind 
middleware core that will connect commercial 
Emergency Management Applications that are 
currently being used by regional er>d users 
that is used in the Seattle. WA Region 

City of Seattle. WA 
and King County, 
WA 

August 201 1 

HSARPA/infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

Urban Reference 
Architecture 

SATURN • Situational Awareness Tool for 
Urban Responder Networks demonstration. 
Piloted capability will demonstrate reference 
surveillance architecture for urban local 
authorities and will allow for increased 
situational awareness among disparate users, 
and access to rapid attribute-based searching 
video analytics capabilities. 

MiT/LL 

Beverly Hills Police 
Department 

03/4 FY11 

HSARPA/infrastructure 
Protection S Disaster 
Management Division 

Geospatial 

Location 

Accountability and 
Navigation System 
for Emergency 
Responders 
(GLANSER) 

Demonstration of 3D location technology in 
non-GPS environments to improve the 
precision of locating first responders during an 
incident. 

Minneapolis. MN & 
Fairfax, VA Fire 
Department 
representatives 

Q4FY11 

HSARPA/infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 
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. . ;j- .r.i:nption 

Local Partners 



Wide Area 
Surveillance 

Wide Area Surveillance -Continued 
demonstration of a prototype system at Boston 
Logan International Airport. Laboratory 
demonstration of completed serxind 
generation prototype with higher resdution 
and installation to support USSS. System 
provides 360-degree persistent high-re«)lution 
coverage for multiple operators, captures 
video and track targets in real-time, and stores 
data for further anatvas. 

Boston, MA; Local 
Law Enforcement 

Sep 2011 

HSARPA/Infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

Resilient Tunnel 

Tunnel Plug - Demonstration will subject a 
new tunnel plug constructed from high- 
strength fabric with webbing reinforcem^t to 
initial testing in a custom-built test tunnel. This 
plug is designed to address requirements 
provided by a specific mass transit agency, 
which will use demonstration results to decide 
whether to implement the tunnel pluq. 

Mass Transit 
Agencies. West 
Virginia University 

Sep 2011 

HSARPA/Infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

GeoXray 

Geospatial display overlaying maps, text, 
twitter, etc for first responders 

Cities of Culver City 
and Ei Segundo 

FY 2011 

HSARPA/Infrastructure 
Protection & Disaster 
Management Division 

i SNSRTREE for 
i container 

inspection 

Software tool for optimizing polides and 
protocols for sequential inspection and tesfing 
such as might be performed on containers 
entering ports or vehicles at border crossings. 
Research prototype implementation is 
available at: huo //snsnree rulaers.edu/. 

Port operators and 
C8P 

FY 2011 

Infrastructure Protection 
and Disaster Management 
Division 

PowerLoom 

A knowledge representation system that 
provides a language and environment for 
constructing intelligent, knowledge-based 
applications. PowerLoom® uses a fully 
expressive, logic-based representation 
language and a deduction inference engine 
that combines forward and backward chaining 
to derive what logically follows from the facts 
and rules asserted in the knowledge base. 
PowerLoom® is mature research software that 
has been distributed and used extensively and 

IS now in release 4.0, PowerLoom® is 
developed by Command, Control and 
Interoperability Center for Advanced Data 
Analysis researchers at (JSC. 

Used by companies 

FY 2011 

Infrastructure Protection i 
and Disaster Management : 
Division i 
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Oate 


Next Generation 
incident Command 
System (NiCS) 

Approximately 10 evaluations vnll be 
conducted in order to assist in developing a 
broad service oriented architecture that 
integrates several existing synergistic DHS 
S&T efforts including Next-generation incident 
Command System (NiCS, formerly Lincoln 
Laboratory Distributed Disaster System 
(LDDRS)), Virtual USA, and Unified Incident 
Command and Decision Support (UICOS); the 
overall system, the Next-Generatiai Incident 
Command System (NICS). will be a robust, 
scalable distributed system that enables multi- 
agency collaborative command during large- 
scale disasters The goal is to evolve NIGS to 
address a broader set of disaster missions 
with the ability to support multiple-agencies 
and a large number of users. 

Various Southern 
California agencies 
(i e . CALFIRE and 
CALEMA) 

Various 

(FY11) 

FRG 

LiFT - HomeTech: 
RCOP (Regional 
Common 

Operating Picture) 

Deploying tailgatER™ running RCOP in 
Nassau OEM Emergency Response Vehicle. 
Demonstration to be done at the 201 1 Long 
!sland/NYC Emergency Management 
Conference 

- Nassau County 
Office of 
Emergency 
Management. 
Bethpage. NY 
-- Balfour 
Tecfinologies, 
Bethpage, NY 
-- Power 
Management 
Concepts, 
Bethpage. NY 
-• ASFHS. 
Bethpage. NY 

May 2011 

FRG/R-Tech 

LIFT - HomeTech; 
RCOP 

Running RCOP pilot at MLS Red Bulls 
Stadium during 201 1 Ati-Star game to show 
how critical infrastructure can be monitored 
locally and remotely during a major sporting 
event. 

- Major League 
Soccer, New 

York. NY 
- Red Bulls 
Soccer. 
Harrison, NJ 

- Balfour 
Technologies. 
Bethpage, NY 

-- Power 
Management 
Concepts, 
Bethpage, NY 

- ASFHS. 
Bethpage, NY 

July 2011 

FRG/R-Tech 

i 

, ,_,J 
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Date 


UFT-Homelech: 

RCOP 

Demonstrate remote third party monitoring 
capabilities (cameras and c#>an. sensors) of 
RCOP for critical infrastructure, such as a 
large skyscraper at the Thomson Reuters 
Building 3 Times Square. Manhattan, NY 

- Michael 
Stapleton 

Assixiates, New 
York, NY 
~ Rudin 
Management , 
New York. NY 

- Thomson 
Reuters. New York. 

NY 

- Balfour 
Technologies. 
Bethpage. NY 
- Power 
Management 
Concepts. 
Bethpage. NY 
-SPP. Bethpage, 
NY 

June 2011 

FRG/R-Tech 

LiFT - HomeTech: 
RCOP 

Pilot to display aerial imagery for post-disaster 
over flights, that RCOP can display those 
images for decision makers and provide for 
easy comparison of pre- and post-event 
imagery in near real-time. 

- NYS Department 
of Environmental 
Conservation, 
Stony Brook. NY 

- Balfour 
Technologies. 
Bethpage. NY 

- Power 
Management 

Concepts, 
Bethpage, NY 
--SPP, Bethpage, 
NY 

- ASFHS, 
Bethpage. NY 

October 

2011 

FRG/R-Tech 

LIFT - HomeTech: 
RCOP 

Demonstration at the Cell-All demo where an 
RCOP will be deployed and hosted at the 
ASFHS for a demonstration of the defined 
scenarios to the Celi-Ail program 
stakeholders. Implementing and integrating 
Cell-All devices with existing fourDscape!® 
subject matter simulating the specific 
scenarios including integration with available 
live sensors. 

- Nassau County 
Office of 
Emergency 
Management, 
Bethpage, NY 

- Balfour 
Technologies. 
Bethpage, NY 

-- Power 
Management 
Concepts, 
Bethpage, NY 

- ASFHS. 
Bethpage. NY 

Mid 2011 

FRG/R-Tech 

HSARPA (Ceil-AI!) 
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LIFT - HomeTech: 
RCOP 

Tampa Bay Maritime Domain Awareness 
System (T8MDAS) 

Demonstration: Integration with RCOP with 
SRi International Smart Integration Manager 
Ontoiogically Networked (SIMON) technology. 

The work performed wilt provide a 
fourDscape® version with SIMON compliant 
interfaces with associated license allowing for 

1 -year of demonstrational use. TTre 
Visualization Service shall provide a 3D portal 
of the Tampa Bay marttime Area of Interest. A 
database of this area shall be developed and 
provided using available imagery, elevation, 
bathymetry, and cultural mod^. The 
Visualization Service will enhance U>e 3D 
visualization with overlays, track data and 
other data sources as provided via existing 
Maritime Domain Awareness services. 

- SRi 
international. 
Tampa, FL 

- Balfour 
Tedinoiogies, 
Bethpage, NY 

— Power 
Management 
Concepts. 
Bethpage, NY 

- ASFHS. 
Bethpage, NY 

June 2011 

FRG/R-Tech 

HSARPA (Borders S 
Maritime Security Division) 

LIFT - HomeTech: 
RCOP 

Unified Incident Command Decision Support 
(UlCDS) system pilot: Deploying a UlCDS 
Core implementation at the ASFHS command 
center facility as an operational information 
sharing framework between Nassau County 
OEM (E-Team), Nassau County FD 
(GEOcommand), and ASFHS (RCOP) v/hich 
can then be expanded to other 
application/agencies. 

Nassau County 
Office of 
Emergency 
Management, 
Bethpage. NY 
“ Balfour 
Technologies, 
BeUipage. NY 
-- Power 
Management 
Concepts, 
Bethpage, NY 
- ASFHS. 
Bethpage. NY 
- GEOcommand. 
Bethpage, NY 
-- SAIC. 

Washington, DC 

June 2011 

FRG/R-Tech 

LIFT- HomeTech: 
WildCAT- 
Situational 
Awareness of 
Wireless Threats 
to Critical 
Infrastructure 

Demonstration of the prototype system in 
Bethpage. NY and tntegration of system into 
the Applied Science Foundation for Homeland 
Security, Show ability for WildCAT to 
automatically collect and communicate 
wireless detection data over a 3G network to a 
command center in real-time. Show software 
in the command center can effectively identify 
a wireless threat. 

Applied Visions, 
Inc., Naval 
Research 

Laboratory, Adelphi 
University 

November 

2011 

FRG/R-Tech 

Patient Tnage 

Demonstration of the Patient Tnage prototype 
in Seattle, Washington. Show the devices 
ability to obtain respiration, heart rate, and 
body temperature vital sign reading from 
distances of 5 to 40 feet 

Seattle, 

Washington Fire 
Department 

August 2011 

FRG/R-Tech 

Self Contained 
Breathing 
Apparatus (SCBA) 

Operational field assessment and certification 
testing in Chicago, Illinois. The SCBA will 
undergo both NFPA and NIOSH certification 
as well as an operational field assessment by 
Chicago Fire Department personnel 

Chicago Fire 
Department and the 
International 
Association of Fire 
Fighters 

May 2011 

FRG/R-Tech 
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Rare Event 
Scenario 

I he llrsi ihree ueek long Held cxpcrimi-Til will 
meusurt; el'icctiveness ol'usynchronoiis distributed 
cdllaboratioii. ll^M is assisting in the data 
coilccU<ir) and analysis ot'the experiment. The 
cspcrimcni s', ill serve as a base line for future 
iterations, sshieb ssili be played in 3-D Virtual 
l.nsironments. Future Rare Event Scenarios will 
also Held test IN 1 Id. Corp(*ration rescareh 
leehnoloeics in creating a ne%v layered cy ber 
sceurits iniHlei called Mcxibic Distributed 
Seeurits. 

University of North 
Dakota Center for 
Innovation 
Studente 

IBM Watson Center 
for Soda! Software 

Intel Corporation 

March 28 - 
21 April, 
2011 

July 2011 

October 

2011 

January 

2012 

DHS S&T lAO 

Flexible 

Distributed 

Security 

Flexible Distributed Security utilizes many 
small, overlapping secure software and 
hardware defenses. This methodology 
enables cyber-security against multiple pants 
of attack, encompassing internal and external 
threat origins, if one layer fails, the malidous 
actor is confronted with forging a ccKnplex, 
undefined path through numerous security 
protocols. This maze of barriers effedively 
secures secrets, yet does not hinder 
distributed communications for intended 
recipients. Flexible Distributed Security is also 
designed to prevent “zero' day attacks. 
Flexible Distributed Security will be tested in 3- 
D Virtual Environments. 

Intel Corporation 

Cisco Systems 

GTRl 

IBM Watson Center 

Teieplace (3-D 
Virtual 

Environment) 

December 

2011 

DHS S&T lAO 

Hurricane 

Forecasting 

Methodologies 

Demo of novel hurricane forecasting 
methodology Mode! extracts accurate local 
estimates from pre-computed. high-resolution 
surge databases, providing updated storm 
surge estimates in minutes instead of hours. 
Demo will be part of the Coastal Development 
Stratecies Conference in Biloxi. MS. 

US Army Engineer 
Researdi and 
Development 
Center 

11-12 May 
2011 

RDP/OUP/CHC 

Multi-Network 
Interdependent 
Critical 
Infrastructure 
Program for the 
Analysis of 
Lifelines 
(MUNICIPAL) 

Demo for New Hanover County EM 
MUNICIPAL is a computational tool that 
visualizes CCl systems and their 
interdependencies; forecasts damage to these 
systems caused by hurricanes or other 
extreme events; and supports mitigation, 
response and recovery decisions. It is being 
developed with input from New Hanover 
County EM 

Emergency 
Management 
Department of New 
Hanover County, 

NC 

2011 

RDP/OUP/CHC 
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Date 

Portfol'O 

ALERT Inteliigenl 
Pedestrian 
Surveillance 
Testbed 

Testbed for the Army National Guard at Camp 
Edwards is a video analytics testbed set up on 
the front of the Camp Edwards mess hall. The 
surveillance system (four cameras) surveys 
the walkways, parking iol and quad area in 
front of the hall and tracks personnel thatw^fk 
through the area. 

ALERT Center of 
Excellence at 
Northeastern 
University (NEU), 
Boston MA. Camp 
Edwards, MA. Army 
National Guard for 
Massachusetts, 
John Adams 
innovation Institute 
(JAIi), 

Massachusetts 
Technology 
Collaborative, 
Siemens Electronic 
Security Group, 
MA. Raytheon 
Network Centric 
Systems, MA 

May- June 
2011 

RDP/OUP/ALERT I 

ALERT Wireless 
Area Secure 
Perimeter Testbed 

Testbed for the Army National Guard at Camp 
Edwards is a perimeter tracking and area 
array tracking system. It w!l be installed ar>d 
tested in the walkway, parking tot and quad 
area in front of the mess hall at Camp 
Edwards. 

ALERT Center of 
Excellence at 
Northeastern 
University (NEU). 
Boston MA, Camp 
Edwards. MA. Army 
National Guard for 
Massachusetts, 
John Adams 
Innovation Institute 
(JAII), 

Massachusetts 
Technology 
Collaborative, 
Siemens Electronic 
Security Group. 
MA, Raytheon 
Network Centric 
Systems, MA 

May - June 
2011 

RDP/OUP/ALERT 

GeoXray 

Geospatial display overlaying maps, text, 
twitter, etc. for first responders. 

Cities of Culver City 
and El Sequndo 

Operational 
FY 201 1 

RDP/OUP/C2I 

TrafficCop 

Analysis of Twitter and social media to defect 
human trafficking. 

FBI and local vice 
law enforcement in 
Los Anqeles 

April 201 1 

RDP/OUP/C2I 

Evacuation 
Planning Tool 
(EPT) 

Regal Decision Systems developed the 
Evacuation Planning Tool (EPT) for the US 
Government through the Technical Support 
Working Group (TSWG). EPT can evaluate 
evacuation plans and pedestrian flow for any 
building: office, school, stadium or multiplex 
environment. 

NFL and individual 
NFL Team Security 

FY 2011 



RDP/OUP/C2i 
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Ddt< 

Portfotlo 

CompStat li 

CompStat il was born of work with the Port 
Authority of New York and New Jersey to 
bring them enhanced analytics to support risk 
and threat assessment from their existing 
data. If produces an integrated, reai-ttme, 
crime information management system and 
has applications to help make better informed 
decisions on threat and risk assessment, force 
deployment, officer safety, crime ar^d terrorism 
prevention. 

Police agencies 
across the U.S. 

FY 201 1 

RDP/OUP/C21 

Crime Maps tool 

Analyzes up-to-date feeds from Campus 
Police of any crimes committed on campus 
Available as an App on iPhone & iPad, it 
includes the crime location using map pins, 
gives details about the crime event, detailed 
police report and/or newspaper account of 
each crime, search on types of crimes, crime 
frequency, full-text description, time and day of 
week, and crime kxalion. 

University of lllincxs 
Campus Police 

FY 201 1 

RDP/OUP/C2I i 

Public Safety 
Consortium (PSC) 
monthly meetings 

Monthly, VACCINE meets vrith the PSC to 
discuss VACCINE projects for user evaluation 
and feedbadt. 

Indiana Local Law 
Enforcement, 
Public Safety, and 
Emergency 
Management 
Aaencies. 

The 2nd 
Wednesday 
of every 
month 

RDP/OUP/C2i 

Public Safety 
Consortium 
Quarterly demos 

Quarterly, VACCINE brings in partners from 
various universities to demo VACCINE 
projects for user evaluation and feedback. 

Indiana Local Law 
Enforcement. 
Public Safety, and 
Emergency 
Management 
Agencies/Corporate 
affiliates 

March 9th, 
June 7th, 
Sept. 14th, 
Dec. 14th 

RDP/OUP/C2i 

JigSaw 

JigSaw Deployment, JigSaw is a tool using 
visualization for investigative analysis. It helps 
investigative analysts make sense of 
unstructured and structured document 
collections, and supports the discovery of 
hidden relationships and threats across the 
documents- 

Lafayette Police 
Department 

FY11 

RDP/OUP/C2i 

GeoVISTA 

CrimeViz 

GeoVISTA CrimeViz Deployment. GeoVISTA 
CrimeViz is an extensible web-based map 
application that supports exploration and 
sense-making of criminal activity in space and 
time. 

Justice Institute of 
British Columbia 

FY11 

RDP/OUP/C2i 

Gang Graffiti 
Automatic 
Recognition and 
Interpretation 
(GARl) 

Pilot Demonstration. Analyze gang graffiti 
images from phone camera. 

Indiana Local Law 
Enforcement, 
Public Safety, and 
Emergency 
Management 
Agencies and St. 
Clair Emergency 
Management 
Agency 

FY11 

RDP/OUP/C2I 
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Mobile Emergency 
Response Guide 
(MERGE) 

Pilot Demonstration. Analyze images for 
HazMat and other signs frwn phone camera- 
location dependent, network-free 
interpretation. 

Indiana Local Law 
Enforcement, 
Public Safety, and 
Emergency 
Management 
Agencies and St. 
Clair Emergency 
Management 
Agency 

FY11 

RDP/OUP/C2I 

Social Vulnerability 
Index (SOVt) 

Presentation on SoVI (from concept to 
measurement) as applied to NOAA Coastal 
Services Center Digital Coast at NOAA 
Coastal GeoToois conference. 

NOAA Coastal 
Services Center 
Digital Coast 

March 23, 
2011 

RDP/OUP/START 

CART 
Phoenix, A2 

Conducted CART survey with Phoenix CERT 
members in 2006. Phoenix CERTs are 
currently reviewing new CART instruments 
under development. CART strategic planning 
to build community resilience is expected to 
begin Fall 201 1 (contingent on new START 
fundinq) 

Phoenix 
Community 
Emergency 
Response Team 
(CERT) Program 

2006-2011 
and ongoing 

RDP/OUP/START 

iSARS 

Processing of suspicious activities reports. 

Los Angeles Police 
Department 

Late 2011 

RDP/OUP/CREATE | 

PRND 

Risk-based radiological nuclear detector and 
countermeasure portfolio deployment tool. 

CalEMA 

2011 

RDP/OUP/CREATE j 

PorfSec 

Risk-based resource allocation tool. 

Ports of Lwig 
Beach and Los 
Angeles 

2011 

RDP/OUP/CREATE j 

ARMOR-Rail 

Passenger rail infrastructure security 
operations schedufing tool 

Los Angeles 
Sheriffs 
Depamneni 

June 1, 
2011 

RDP/OUP/CREATE 

PROTECT 

Scheduling tool for harbor patrols. 

Boston Coast 
Guard 

ApriM, 2011 

RDP/OUP/CREATE 

GUARDS 

Airport infrastructure security operations 
scheduling tool. 

TransportaUon 

Security 

Administration 

2011 

RDP/OUP/CREATE 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Tom Latham 

Dr. Tara O’Toole, Under Secretarj', Science & Technology 
Directorate 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 Budget Request - S&T 
March 30, 2011 


Question: Your statement points out that the S & T Directorate has undergone many 
changes over its years in existence. What do you believe is your strongest attribute at this 
point, and w hat do you consider the \veake.st part of your operation right now? 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) has established a process of 
ongoing reviews of our entire research and development (R&D) portfolio to ensure that w e 
are investing in technologies that wall significantly improve DllS's efforts to help secure the 
country and meeting the goals established by our partners in the operating components and 
the broader homeland security enterprise (HSE). These annual reviews strengthen S&T's 
investments by providing a transparent view of all R&D within S&T: enabling more 
strategic, longer-term budget decisions; ensuring efficient delivery to the component or end 
user; and nurturing effective communication throughout the process. 

DHS components would like for S&T to meet all of their research, development and 
technology acquisition support requirements. S&T uses its portfolio reviews to make sure 
that priority needs are met. but S&T cannot fulfill all requirements with current resources. 

Question: A few years back, a couple of other members and 1 tried to get the department to 
focus on animal vaccines to combat dangerous pathogens, DHS was slow to come around, 
and seemed to focus a little too much on the ‘politics' of things. I know that was before your 
time, but how would you rate your research efforts and contributions today in efforts aimed 
at the prevention of agro-terrorism, including your program in animal vaccines? 

ANSWER: In keeping with the strategic approach first defined in 2004. the Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS) is actively engaged in developing technologies intended to 
counteract the threat of high-consequence pathogens, including those that might be attractive 
to agro-terrorists. DHS has continued to facilitate strategic planning in this area, through 
interactions with the National Science and Technology Council's Subcommittee on Foreign 
.Animal Disease Threats and U.S. Department of Agriculture's (USDA) Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service (APHIS) National Veterinary Stockpile Technical Working Group. 
S&T has made great strides in the area of vaccines to combat foreign animal diseases that 
would have a major impact on H.S. agriculture and the economy. The Science and 
fechnology Directorate is building a portfolio that approaches foreign animal disease threats. 
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both natural and intentional in origin, from a broad perspective - addressing early detection, 
response and recovery. 

DHS maintains a robust countermeasures development program. An outbreak of Foot and 
Mouth Disease (FMD). Classical Swine Fever, African Swine Fever, or other foreign animal 
disease could result in significant economic disruption, restrictions in trade and ripple effects 
in allied industries. S&T maintains focused programmatic activities to address either the 
intentional or natural introduction of such pathogens. These include the Foreign Animal 
Disease Vaccines and Diagnostics Project, primarily executed at the Plum Island .Animal 
Disease Center, which is developing a new molecular FMD vaccine and other tools to 
effectively manage an outbreak, should one occur. In conjunction with our partners at 
liSDA, this technology is currently under regulatory review for licensure through the Center 
for Veterinary Biologies, and will ultimately be transitioned to the USDA National 
Veterinary Stockpile. As DHS' approach to animal vaccine development is designed to 
address the threat of agro-terrorism through short, medium and long-term approaclies for 
countenneasure objectives, the Vaccines and Diagnostics Project also includes a portfolio of 
technical activities beyond the next-generation FMD vaccine. These include programs to 
better characterize currently-availabie FMD vaccines, facilitate importation of commercially 
available FMD vaccines for emergency domestic use, and efforts to develop vaccines for 
major foreign animal diseases affective swine (African Swine Fever, Classical Swine Fever. 
Nipah Virus) and one zoonotic disease (Rift Valley Fever), In addition, the Ag Screening 
Tools (Bioagent Detection) and Decontamination. Disposal and Depopulation Projects are 
also being executed as part of S&T's approach in this area. 

The Ag Screening Tools project focuses on the development of standardized technologies to 
detect high priority foreign animal diseases. In FY 2010. the project initiated a capabilities 
study to identify and prioritize stakeholder needs for screening protocols and detection and 
inspection tools, as well as developed a strategy to address their needs. In FY 201 1. specific 
gaps in high threat foreign animal disease diagnostics will be identified and research projects 
identified to fill those gaps to buy down risk of livestock infections caused by these 
bioagents. In FY 2012. in coordination with interagency stakeholders, the project plans to 
develop enhanced protocols and tools to address cuaent capability gaps in foreign animal 
disease diagnostics. Additionally, the project will initiate transition of Foreign Animal 
Disease (FAD) assays to end users to support surveiliance and diagnostics. 

Question: As you know, the GAO, over the last fevv years, has cited examples, including 
recent ones, where elements of DHS made acquisition plans and/or carried out procurements 
before the resolution of problems that were discovered during testing. In turn, those mis- 
steps cost a lot of money. Can you give me your thoughts as to why such procurement 
decisions might have been made? 

ANSWER: DHS recognizes the need to improve the acquisition process and is 
implementing improvements to reduce cost and schedule overruns. DHS recently published 
a report entitled Integrated Strategy for High Risk Management. This report provides a 
comprehensive vision and strategy to manage all Department- wide investments. S&T will 
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have a key role as it is a prominent member in at the beginning of the acquisition cycle and 
remains involved throughout the acquisition cycle: 

• Department Strategy Council - The S&T will inform strategic direction and priorities 
using scientific data and methodologies to analyze national threats, vulnerabilities, 
and consequences. 

• Capabilities and Requirements Council - The S&T will reconcile strategic 
requirements w ith Department research and development capability leveraging 
e.visting customer-focused, integrated product teams, 

• Proaram Review Board - The S&T will provide input into the prioritization and 
allocation of research and development funding among projects for the annual budget 
and five-year Future Years Homeland Security Program, 

• Investment Review Board The S&T will establish the criteria for testing and 
evaluation. 

To enable improved acquisition decisions. S&T has established an Acquisition Support and 
Operations Analysis (ASOA) Group, which provides a full range of coordinated operations 
analysis, systems engineering, test and evaluation, and standards development support to the 
DHS Components. ASOA will leverage S&T's critical mass of technical capability w ithin 
DHS and will work with the Under Secretary for Management to; aid the components in 
developing high-fidelity, testable operational requirements for their acquisitions; aid in 
executing an analysis of alternatives to ensure that the most appropriate technical approach is 
taken; and partner with the components throughout an acquisition so that user needs are 
translated into real capabilities that can be validated upon delivery and deployed without 
delay. . For example, the ASOA group currently is assi.sting Customs and Border Protection 
with the Automated Commercial Environment (ACE). Mobile Broadband Modernization 
Program, and the Secure T ransit Corridors Program, 

Question: Do the various DHS directorates now consult you with more regularity - vs, in 
the past — before making procurement decisions on products that are still in testing? 

ANSWER: The Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) is engaging with DHS 
components with more regularity than in the past. S&T's Office of Acquisition Support and 
Operations Analysis (ASOA) is dedicated to assi.sting the DHS components with their 
acquisition programs, including test and evaluation (T&E) master plans, systems integration 
and technology maturity assessments. The Undersecretary for S&T meets routinely with the 
DHS Undersecretary for Management (USM) to strategize and ensure a collective alignment 
of efforts w ith DHS acquisition policy and guidance. The Director for ASOA directly 
coordinates with the Acquisition and Program Management Division (APMD) to ensure 
consistent cross-coordination and strategic leveraging of resources to support component 
acquisition efforts. ASO.A's Office of Test and Evaluation and Standards (TES) is charged 
with establishing T&E policy and processes for DHS acquisitions and facilitating the 
deployment of technology. In May 2009. DHS issued the interim Management Directive 
(MD) 026-06 that implements policies and procedures that assign responsibilities for test and 
evaluation activities to be performed throughout the acquisition process, to which the 
components have been consistently adhering. TES has also been closely involved with the 
acquisition process for several projects, notably BioWatch Generation (Gen) 111. SBlnet and 
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ISA's program offices. Additionally, ASOA's Office of Systems Engineering (SYS) 
coordinates on a day-to-day basis at the operational level providing hands-on support to 
component partners throughout the acquisition lifecycle. Currently. SYS is supporting efforts 
such as the Automated Commercial Environment (ACE), Next Generation Tactical 
Communications (T.f\CCOM2), and Secure Transit Coordinators (through S&T's Support to 
the Homeland Security Enterprise and First Responders Group). 

Question: What do you think - or know - is the bigge.st criticism of your directorate by your 
fellow senior officials? 

ANSWER: DHS components would like for the Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) 
to meet all of their research, development and technology acquisition support requirements, 
but know that S&T needs to prioritize components requests and does not seek to fulfill all 
expectations in a given fiscal year. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Lucille Roybal-Allard 

Dr. Tara O’Toole, Under Secretary, Science & Technology 
Directorate 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 Budget Request - S&T 
March 30, 201 1 


Question: Los Angeles is home to the CREATE Homeland Security Center of Excellence, 
based at the University of Southern California. CREATE has worked closely with the Los 
Angeles International .Airport and our local ports, among others, to ensure the safety of our 
region. 

fhe House-passed continuing resolution for fiscal year 201 1 would drastically cut funding 
for DHS Science and Technology programs. If those cuts are sustained in a final fiscal year 
201 1 bill, what effect will that have on the ability of DHS's university-based Centers of 
Excellence to carry out their mission? 


ANSWER: The FY 201 1 Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act established the Science 
and Technology Directorate's (S&T) funding level for its university programs at 
approximately 80 percent of the enacted I'Y 2010 appropriation. With the approximately $40 
million now appropriated for university programs. S&T plans to execute the program as 
reflected in the FY 201 1 President's Budget, which includes funding for 10 Centers of 
Excellence, including the Center for Risk and Economic Analysis of Terrorism Events 
(CREATE). 

Question: Is DHS Science and Technology considering steps to streamline the approval 
process for benefits under the SAFETY Act. especially for small businesses? 

ANSWER: Small businesses are a very important part of the SAFETY Act Program 
portfolio. In FY 2010. 56 percent of our applicants were small businesses. The Science and 
Technology Directorate's Office of SAFTEY Act Implementation (OSAI) continues to use 
the Procurement Pre-Qualification Request (PPQR) process as well as the Block Designation 
and Block Certification procedures to streamline the application process for SAFETY .Act 
benefits for small businesses. Additionally. OS.AI has tailored numerous outreach initiatives, 
including one-on-one consultations, to provide program and application process information 
to small businesses who have technologies that are eligible for SAFETY Act protections. 
Finally, OSAI works with S&T program managers to identify and communicate with small 
businesses who provide products or services that can help strengthen Homeland Security 
Enterprise. 





THURSDAY, MARCH 31, 201 1 

NATIONAL PROTECTION AND PROGRAMS DIRECTORATE 
WITNESSES 

RAND BEERS, UNDER SECRETARY, NATIONAL PROTECTION AND PROGRAMS 

DIRECTORATE 

PHIL REi riNGER. DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY, NATIONAL PROTECTION AND 
PROGRAMS DIRECTORATE 

Note: The contents of this hearing are classified Unclassified statements and questions for the 
record are provided. 


( 159 ) 



160 


The Honorable Robert Aderholt 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subeommittee on Homeland Security 

Opening Statement: 

National Protection and Programs Directorate 
Fiscal Year 2012 Budget 

Witnesses: 

Under Secretary Rand Beers 
Deputy Under Secretary Phil Reitinger 

2:00 PM I Thursday | March 31, 201 1 

Hearing is called to order [ gentle strike of gavel ] - 

Today we will have a two-part classified briefing to discuss the 
Department of Homeland Security’s National Protection and Programs 
Directorate. We scheduled the first portion of this meeting so that we 
could have time to discuss the specifics of global cyber threats and 
technologies that DHS is using to counter them. 

To help us better understand these programs, we welcome NPPD 
Under Secretary Rand Beers and Deputy Under Secretary Phil Reitinger. 
Gentlemen, this meeting will be more informal than our usual hearings, 
so while I understand you have prepared a basic statement for us, we 
will spend most of our time discussing the concerns and questions that 
members have brought with them. 
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After the classified discussion at the Top Secret/SCI level for 
cybersecurity, which we’ve scheduled to last approximately one hour, 
we will then turn to other NPPD programs, including those dedicated to 
Infrastructure Protection. 

The importance of cybersecurity becomes more apparent every 
day, as we read more and more reports of breeches to our private sector 
and our government networks. Just in the past two weeks, we have 
heard about hackers infiltrating the Secure ID program that many of us 
use to logon to our work computers from home and about Iranian 
hackers obtaining website certificates that could duplicate the webpages 
for Google and Skype - allowing them to steal untold numbers of login 
and passwords. On the government side, 0MB recently reported that in 
FYIO the federal government saw cyber incidents rise by 39 percent 
over FY09. 

This threat is growing rapidly. It is not just a about stolen 
passwords, but about the potential for private companies to lose billions 
of dollars worth of intellectual property or for portions of our critical 
infrastructure to be infiltrated by hackers in foreign countries. No longer 
is the threat to our county just a kinetic threat but electronic. It is a 
threat from known state actors as well as the unknown, lone wolf with a 
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$200 laptop. These asymmetric threats must be addressed on multiple 
levels within our government and within the private sector. 

Before I turn to Ranking Member Price for his comments, I would 
like to highlight very briefly some concerns that I have with DHS 
cybersecurity programs. Gentlemen, we are keenly aware of the critical 
nature of your programs and want to do whatever we can to support your 
efforts. BUT that does not mean giving you a blank check. 

We need to fully understand: 

1 . What are the threats? 

2. What are the Department’s requirements based on those 
threats? AND 

3. How does you budget address these requirements? 

In January 2008, the Bush Administration established the 
Comprehensive National Cybersecurity Initiative, or CNCI, in an effort 
to make the U.S. more secure against cyber threats. In 2009, President 
Obama built on CNCI by outlining 22 recommendations in his review of 
the Nation’s cyber policy. Today, more than three years after CNCI’s 
launch, I would like to gauge DHS progress in meeting some of these 
goals, including shoring up our network vulnerabilities, establishing 
better defenses, and improving the government’s collaboration with the 
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private sector. These are goals that can only be met with responsible 
budgeting - a challenge that your FY12 request needs to address. 

Given the breadth of these topics, and their relevance to nearly 
every aspect of our daily lives, we will clearly have an interesting 
discussion today. Secretary Beers, please summarize your written 
testimony in a brief statement so that we will have time for a direct 
exchange of questions and answers. Before you begin, however, I 
recognize our subcommittee ranking member, Mr. Price, for his opening 
remarks. 
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Opening Statement by Ranking Member David Price 
Classified Hearing on the National Protection and Programs Directorate 
March 31, 201 1, 3 pm 


Under Secretary Beers, thank you for staying with us for the second half of 
our hearing. The 2012 request for the National Protection and Programs 
Directorate is $936 million in appropriated dollars. After you exclude cyber 
security, which we have already discussed, the remaining funding for infrastructure 
protection, risk assessment, and management activities is approximately $322 
million. Within this funding level, your agency has a full plate of infrastructure 
protection responsibilities, including: 

=> Implementing sector-specific infrastructure security plans. 

=> Enforcing chemical plant security regulations, 

=> Implementing the new ammonia nitrate regulations, and, 

=> Developing robust risk models to ensure consistent threat analysis across 
the Department. 

More than 80 percent of the nation’s infrastructure is owned by the private 
sector. Over the past few years, NPPD has been working with specific sectors of 
the economy identifying specific vulnerabilities and the means to mitigate the 
threat and effects of a terrorist attack or natural disaster. I look forward to learning 
about what vulnerabilities still exist in our nation’s critical infrastructure and how 
we are working to better secure these facilities. 
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1 also expect a frank discussion on how we are improving our ability to 
analyze risk. As you know, when I was Chairman, we requested the National 
Academy of Sciences to review the Department’s risk management framework. 
NAS found several shortcomings, not only with the basic risk framework but also 
with the risk analyses conducted by the Department. I would like to learn what 
your agency and DHS have done to address these shortcomings. 

1 look forward to your testimony. 
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introduction 

Chainnan Aderholt. Vice Chairman Culberson. Ranking Member Price, and distinguished 
Members of the Subcommittee, it is our pleasure to appear before you today to present President 
Obama's Fiscal Year (FY) 2012 Budget Request for the Department of Homeland Security- 
National Protection and Programs Directorate (NPPD). 

The demands on NPPD have never been greater as we lead efforts to enhance the security of the 
Nation in partnership with the private sector and all levels of government. The services we rely 
on for daily life are heavily dependent on critical infrastructure. Threats and vulnerabilities put 
the availability and protection and resilience of these services, such as water distribution and 
treatment, electricity generation and transmission, healthcare, transportation, and financial 
transactions, at risk. The NPPD FY 2012 budget request allows us to continue to meet these 
evolving threats and challenges by prioritizing funding and personnel to our essential operational 
requirements — while demonstrating a commitment to fiscal discipline that maximizes the 
effectiveness of every dollar we receive. 

FY 2012 Budget Request 

The FY 2012 budget request for NPPD is $2.6 billion in gro.ss discretionary funding, and $1.3 
billion in net discretionary funding. The Federal Protective Service is funded through an 
estimated $1.3 billion in olTsetting collections from other agencies. NPPD supports the 
following Quadrennial Homeland Security Review (QHSR) missions: 

• Mission 1: Preventing Terrorism and Enhancing Security NPPD leads the 
coordinated efforts to reduce risk and improve resilience of the nation's critical 
infrastructure and key resources (CIKR) by integrating and disseminating CIKR threat, 
consequence, and vulnerability information; developing risk mitigation strategics; 
overseeing the National Infrastructure Protection Plan; and carrying out Chemical 



Facility Anti-Terrorism Standards (CFATS) regulations. NPPD also secures federal 
facilities and protects 1 .4 million occupants and visitors daily. 

• Mission 2: Securing and Managing our Borders and Mission 3: Enforcing and 
Administering Our Immigration Laws - NPPD provides identity and document 
verification capabilities for border management and immigration agencies so that they 
can accurately determine if the people they encounter are who they say they are and 
whether those people pose a risk to the United States. 

• Mission 4: Safeguarding and Securing Cyberspace - NPPD leads efforts to secure the 
Federal Executive Branch civilian government computer systems and critical 
infrastructure by working with the private sector, all levels of government, military', and 
intelligence stakeholders, NPPD analyzes and reduces cyber threats and vulnerabilities; 
distributes threat warnings; and coordinates the response to cyber incidents to ensure that 
our computers, networks, and cyber systems remain safe and secure. 

• Mission 5: Ensuring Resilience to Disasters ~ NPPD protects and strengthens the 
reliability, durability, and interoperability of the nation's communications infrastructure 
and capabilities, and also provides priority telecommunications service during an 
incident. 

Cybersecuritj' and Communications 

The Office of Cybersecurity and Communications (CS&C) is responsible for securing Federal 
Executive Branch civilian government networks, providing technical expertise, analysis, and 
warnings to the private sector and critical infrastructure owners and operators, raising 
cybersecurity awareness among the general public, coordinating the national response to cyber 
emergencies, and planning for and providing national security and emergency preparedness 
communications to the federal government and other stakeholders. To facilitate this effort, we 
work coliaboratively with the private sector, ail levels of government, military, law enforcement, 
and intelligence .stakeholders to conduct risk assessments and mitigate vulnerabilities and threats 
to information technology assets and activities affecting the operation of civilian government and 
private sector critical infrastructures. The functions and mission of the National Cyber Security 
Center are supported within CS&C and include coordinating operations among the six largest 
federal cyber centers. The total FY 20 1 2 budget request for CS&C is $6 1 4.2 million. 

Cvbersecur itv 

In the protection of Federal Executive Branch civilian networks, we must collaborate w ith 
departments and agencies that own and operate widely varying networks. DHS improves the 
ability of departments and agencies to defend their systems and provides expertise and 
technology that detects, mitigates and prevents malicious activity on the networks. 

As part of the Comprehensive National Cybersecurity Initiative (CNCI), DHS works with the 
Office of Management and Budget (0MB) to reduce and consolidate the number of external 
connections that federal agencies have to the Internet through the Trusted Internet Connection 
(TIC) initiative. This initiative reduces the number of potential vulnerabilities to government 
networks and allows DUS' National Cyber Security Division (NCSD) to focus monitoring 
efforts and security capabilities on limited and known avenues for Internet traffic. NCSD 
conducts onsite evaluations of agencies' progress toward implementing TIC goals. 



In conjunction with the TIC initiative, the EINSTEIN system is designed to provide the U.S. 
government with an early warning system for intrusions to Federal Executive Branch civilian 
networks, near real-time identification of malicious activity, and automated disruption of that 
malicious activity. The second phase of EINSTEIN, developed in 2008 as part of the CNCI, 
incorporates intrusion detection capabilities into the original EINSTEIN system. DBS is 
currently deploying EINSTEIN 2 to Federal Executive Branch civilian agency TIC locations and 
Networx Managed frusted Internet Protocol Seredees (MTIPS) providers, which are private 
internet service providers that serve federal agencies, to assist them w'ith protecting their 
computers, networks and information. EINSTEfN 2 has now been deployed at 1 5 of the 1 9 large 
departments and agencies that maintain their own TIC locations. Also, the four MTIPS 
providers currently provide service to seven additional federal agencies. In 2010, EINSTEIN 2 
sensors registered 5.4 million "hits," an average of more than 450.000 hits per month or nearly 
1 5,000 hits per day. A hit is an alert triggered by a predetermined intrusion detection signature 
that is associated with a known or suspected threat. Each hit represents potential malicious 
activity for further assessment by the United States Computer Emeruency Readiness Team 
(US-CERT). 

The FY 2012 budget request allows NCSD to expedite the deployment of the third phase of the 
EINSTEIN system — an intrusion prevention capability that will provide DHS with the ability to 
automatically detect and disrupt malicious activity before harm is done to critical networks and 
systems. In advance of this development, DHS. in coordination with the National Security 
Agency (NSA), conducted the CNCI Initiative .> Exercise, w'hich advanced the potential 
capabilities of the EINSTEIN system by demonstrating defensive technology, sharing near real- 
time threat information with the Department of Defen.se (DoD) for enhanced situational 
awareness, and providing a platform upon which an oversight and compliance process can be 
implemented for the evolving set of EINSTEIN capabilitie.s. 1 he Department's Privacy Office 
and its Office for Civil Rights and Civil I.iberties carefully reviewed the exercise concept of 
operations, and the Privacy Office worked with US-CERl' to publicly release a detailed Privacy 
Impact Assessment evaluating the exercise. 

Beyond the TIC initiative and the EINSTEIN sy.stem. DHS. 0MB. and the National Institute for 
Standards and Technology work cooperatively with agencies across the federal government to 
coordinate the protection of agency information systems through compliance with the Federal 
Information Security Management Act of 2002 (FISMA). US-CERT monitors EINSTEIN 2 
sensors for intrusion activity and receives sell-reported incident information from federal 
agencies. This information is reported to OMB for use in its FISMA oversight capacity. In 
2010. NCSD also began to administer the CyberScope system, which W'as developed by the 
Department of .lustice. This sy.stem collects agency information regarding FISMA compliance 
and -as NCSD. OMB and their agency partners move toward automated reporting — will enable 
real-time assessments of baseline security postures across individual agencies and the federal 
enterprise as a whole. This activity complements the development of reference architectures that 
NCSD designs for federal agencies that are interested in implementing security solutions based 
on standards and best practices. NCSD also works with the General Services .Administration to 
create Blanket Purchase Agreements that provide security solutions for federal agencies. 
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The FY 2012 budget request provides significant funding for the protection of federal civilian 
networks through initiatives such as: 

• US-CERT Operations: Provides remote and onsite response support and defense against 
malicious cyber activity for the Federal Executive Branch civilian networks. The FY 
2012 budget request for US-CERT Operations is $80.9 million. This funding enables 
US-CERT to expand its capabilities in the areas of cyber analytics, cybersecurity 
indications and warnings, collaboration and coordination, and cyber incident response to 
enhance its 24-hour operational capabilities. 

• Federal Network Security: Focuses on achieving cybersecurity throughout the Federal 
enterprise through continuous monitoring and compliance assessments for TIC; 
promoting cybersecurity directives, statutes, and strategies; and supporting the Federal 
Executive Civilian Branch departments and agencies in achieving compliance with 
FiSMA. The FY 2012 request for these activities totals $40.9 million. This request 
increases the Department's efforts to strengthen Federal Network Security of large and 
small agencies and will enable NPPD identify- and prioritize actions required to mitigate 
risks and improve cybersecurity posture across the Federal Executive Branch. 

• Network Security Deployment: $233.6 million is requested in FY 2012 to expedite the 
deployment of EINSTEIN 3 to prevent and detect intrusions on computer systems and to 
upgrade the National Cyber Security Protection System, building an intrusion detection 
capability and analysis capabilities to protect federal networks. 

• Cybersecurity Coordination: $5 million is requested in FY 2012 to provide ongoing 
coordinating operations among the six largest federal cyber centers. 

The President's Cyberspace Policy Review called for "a comprehensive framework to facilitate 
coordinated responses by government, the private sector, and allies to a significant cyber 
incident." DHS coordinated the interagency, slate and local government, and private sector 
working group that developed the National Cyber Incident Response Plan. The plan provides a 
framework for effective incident response capabilities and coordination among federal agencies, 
state and local governments, the private sector, and international partners during significant 
cyber incidents. It is designed to be flexible and adaptable to allow synchronization of response 
activities across jurisdictional lines. In September 2010. NCSD hosted Cyber Storm III. a 
response exercise in which members of the domestic and international cyber incident response 
community addressed the scenario of a coordinated cyber event. During the exercise, the 
National Cyber Incident Response Plan was activated and its incident response framework was 
tested. Based on observations from the exercise, the plan is in its final stages of revision prior to 
publication. 

Cyber Storm III also tested the National Cybersecurity' and Communications Integration Center 
(NCCiC) — DHS' 24-hour cyber and communications watch and warning center — and the federal 
government's full suite of cybersecurity response capabilities. The NCCIC works closely with 
government at all levels and with the private sector to coordinate the integrated and unified 
response to cyber and communications incidents impacting homeland security. 

Numerous DHS components, including US-CERT. the Industrial Control Systems Cyber 
Emergency Response Team (ICS-CERT). the Office of Intelligence and Analysis, and the 
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National Coordinating Center for Telecommunications (NCC), are collocated at the NCCTC. 

Also present in the NCCIC are other federal partners, such as DoD and members of the law 
enforcement and intelligence communities. The NCCIC also physically collocates federal staff 
with private sector and non-governmental partners. Currently, representatives from the 
Information Technology and Communications sectors are located at the NCCIC. We are also 
finalizing steps to add representatives from the Banking and Finance sector, as well as the Multi- 
State Information Sharing and Analysis Center. 

By leveraging the integrated operational capabilities of its member organizations, the NCCIC 
serves as an "always on" cyber incident response and management center, providing indications 
and warning of imminent incidents, and maintaining a national cyber "common operating 
picture." This facilitates situational awareness among all partner organizations, and also creates 
a repository of all vulnerability, intrusion, incident, and mitigation activities. The NCCIC also 
serves as a national point of integration for cyber expertise and collaboration, particularly when 
developing guidance to mitigate risks and resolve incidents. Finally, the unique and integrated 
nature of the NCCIC allows for coordination with all interagency and private sector staff during 
steady-state operations to effectively incorporate partners as needed during incidents. 

The FY 2012 request includes $1.-2 million to provide 15 DHS cyber analysts to enable DHS to 
coordinate national cyber security operations and interface with DoD’s National Security 
Agency (NSA) at Fort Meade, Maryland- This funding will support the landmark memorandum 
of agreement signed by Secretary Napolitano and Secretary of Defense Robert Gates that aligns 
and enhances the nation's capabilities to protect against threats to critical civilian and military- 
computer systems and networks. 

As NCSD continues to make progress on initiatives such as TIC and EINSTEIN, the Department 
is also mindful that the nation's cybersecurity challenge will not be solved by a single 
tecl-mology solution. Multiple innovative technical tools are necessary and, indeed, technology 
alone is insufficient. The mission requires a larger cybersecurity professional workforce, 
governance structures for enhanced partnerships, more robust information sharing and identity 
protection, and increased cybersecurity awareness among the general public. Responsibility for 
these solutions is. and will remain, distributed across public and private sector partners. 

NCSD is focused on building a world-class cybersecurity team by hiring a diverse group of 
cybersecurily professionals — computer engineers, scientists, and analysts — to secure the nation's 
digital assets and protect against cyber threat.s to our CIKR. NCSD continues to hire 
cybersecurity and information technology professionals, nearly tripling its cybersecurity 
workforce in FY 2009 and nearly doubling that number again in FY 2010. NCSD currently has 
more than 2.20 cybersecurity professionals on board, with dozens more in the hiring pipeline. 

Several initiatives are designed to build the nation's workforce of highly qualified cybersecurity 
professionals. NCSD and NSA co-sponsor the Centers of Academic Excellence in Infonnation 
Assurance Education and Research programs, the goal of which is to produce a growing number 
of professionals with information assurance expertise in various disciplines. DHS and the 
Department of State co-host Operation Cyber Threat, a series of government-w ide experiential 
and interactive cybersecurity training pilots designed to apply learning concepts and share best 
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practices in a secure, simulated environment to build capacity within the federal workforce. In 
December 20 1 0, the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers Computer Society, the 
world's leading organization of computing professionals, formally recognized the Master of 
Software Assurance (MSwA) Reference Curriculum, which DHS spon,sored through its Software 
As,suraiice Curriculum Project. The MSwA program is the first curriculum of its kind to focus 
on assuring the functionality, dependability, and security of software and systems. Finally. 
NCSD co-sponsored the annual Colloquium for Information Systems Security Education and the 
Scholarship for Services (SFS) Job Fair/Symposium, which brought together 55 federal agencies 
and more than 200 SFS students. 

The National Initiative for Cybersecurity Education (NICE) has the dual goals of a cyber-savvy 
citizenry and a cyber-capable workforce. Working with the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology (NIST), which is the overall interagency lead. NCSD heads the NICE awareness 
elements and co-leads the training and professional development components with DoD and the 
Office of the Director of National Intelligence. 

The FY 2012 budget request includes .'524,5 million to provide high-quality, cost-effective virtual 
cybersecurity education and training to develop and grow a robust cybersecurity workforce that 
is able to protect against and respond to national cybersecurity threats and hazards, 

DHS leverages its significant cybersecurity capabilities as we work collaboratively with our 
private sector partners to protect the nation's CIK.R. US-CERT engages with the private sector 
on a voluntary basis and provides remote and onsite incident detection, analysis, mitigation, and 
response support, as well as assistance in assessing threats and vulnerabilities. This outreach is 
conducted in coordination with other appropriate federal entities with cybersecurity 
responsibilities, including the Federal Bureau of Investigation and NSA, leveraging the full 
capabilities of the federal government, as well as the Department's trusted relationships with 
private sector partners. 

NCSD provides onsite support to owners and operators of critical infrastructure for protection 
against and response to cyber threats including incident respon.se, forensic analysis, and site 
assessments in collaboration with the Office of Infrastructure Protection's Vulnerability 
Assessment program. In addition, NCSD provides a tool that enables owners and operators to 
conduct assessments on their own. ICS-CERT has also trained more than 14.000 stakeholders on 
ways to counter threats to industrial control systems. In this area. NCSD works closely with the 
Department of Energy's Idaho National Laboratory through an Interagency Agreement to 
augment our capabilities. 

NPPD is committed to developing innovative ways to enhance the general public's awareness 
about the importance of safeguarding the nation's computer systems and networks from attacks. 
Every October, DHS and its public and private sector partners promote efforts to educate citizens 
about guarding against cyber threats as part of National Cybersecurity Awareness Month. 

Working with the private sector and the general public. DHS developed the Stop. Think. 

Corned, campaign as an ongoing national public education effort designed to increase public 
understanding of cyber threats and how individual citizens can develop safer cyber habits that 
will help make networks more secure. 
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The FY 2012 budget request includes $61.4 million to support the collaboration with the public 
and private sectors to assess and mitigate risk to the nation’s cyber CIKR and to promote 
cybersecurity awareness among and within the general public and key communities. 


Communications 

The FY 2012 request includes $106.9 million for the National Communications System (NCS) to 
sustain, as well as advance, the telecommunications capabilities of the national security and 
emergency preparedness (NS/EP) user community. To this end, NPPD conducts analysis of the 
nation’s communications infrastructure through the President’s National Security 
Telecommunications Advisory Committee (NSTAC). Through the NCS, NPPD participates in 
international standards bodies to ensure evolving communications commercial standards address 
NS/EP communications technical requirements. 

The NCS serves as the Communications Sector-Specific Agency fulfilling the role assigned by 
HSPD-7 and the NIPP to DHS to serve as the federal department responsible for protection 
activities in the communications sectors. The NCS conducts steady-state planning to identify 
and mitigate vulnerabilities to the nation’s communications infrastructure and leads Emergency 
Support Function 2 (Communications) coordination between the federal government and state, 
local and private sector emergency management entities. NPPD is also advancing 
telecommunications capabilities through the Next Generations Networks Priority Service, a 
technology service designed to maintain and migrate legacy priority voice telecommunications 
features and apply priority to data applications as the public switched network evolves to Next 
Generation Networks. 

Last year, the NCS grew Goveniment Emergency Telecommunications Service (GETS), 

Wireless Priority Services (WPS) and Telecommunications Service Priority (TSP) subscribership 
among NS/EP users by 6 percent and exceeded a targeted 90 percent call completion rate for 
GETS and for NS/EP users during disasters. I'he NCS also delivered 24-hour operational 
support and coordination to preserve the health of the nation’s communications infrastructure 
during the BP Deepwater Horizon oil spill; Hooding in the upper Midwest, Central Plains. New 
England. Tennessee, and Alabama; and earthquakes in Maryland. Nevada, California, and Haiti. 

The FY 2012 request includes $4.3.5 million for the Office of Emergency Communications 
(OEC) to advance federal, state, local, and tribal government interoperable emergency 
communications capabilities hy facilitating the identification of capability needs, the adoptions 
of solutions, and the verification (through realistic exercises) that capabilities effectively address 
the needs. Last year. OEC provided technical assistance to all 56 states and U.S. territories to 
support the implementation of Statewide Communication Interoperability Plans and the 
alignment of Statewide Communication Interoperability Plans to the National Emergency 
Communications Plan. .Additionally, the Emergency Communications Preparedness Center was 
formally established to coordinate emergency communications policy across the federal 
interagency community. 

OEC is involved in coordinating inter-agency public safety broadband communications efforts. 
This includes helping to set the broad policy framework for public safety broadband networks 
and ensuring that it aligns with existing emergency communications policy. OEC is offering 
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technical assistance to jurisdictions that received Federal Communications Commission waivers 
for early deployment of interoperable public safety broadband networks and other early adopters 
of broadband solutions to ensure that their activities remain aligned with the vision of a 
nationally interoperable network. OEC is also coordinating federal broadband efforts to develop 
requirements and influence standards associated with potential federal user participation in the 
National Public Safety Broadband Network, OEC will conduct key analysis, coordination and 
stakeholder outreach activities crucial to the effective management, deployment, and long-term 
operations and maintenance of the network, in collaboration with Emergency Response 
Interoperability Center. 

Infrastructure Protection 

The Office of Infrastructure Protection (IP) leads the coordinated national effort to mitigate risk 
to, strengthen the protection of. and enhance the resilience of the nation's critical infrastructure 
assets, systems, functions, and networks. IP oversees the implementation of the National 
Infrastructure Protection Plan (NIPP), which establishes the framework for integrating the 
nation's various critical infrastructure protection and resilience initiatives into a coordinated 
effort. The NIPP provides the structure through which DUS. in partnership with government and 
industry, implements programs and activities to protect critical infrastructure, promote national 
preparedness, and strengthen incident response. 

Protecting the nation's critical infrastructure is a complex mission. The vast majority of critical 
infrastructure in the United States is privately owned and operated, making public-private 
partnerships essential to protect and boost the resilience of critical infrastructure and respond to 
events. IP manages mission complexity by: 

• Identifying and analyzing risks. 

• Coordinating among state, local and private sector entities that share information and 
resources. 

• Mitigating risk and effects (encompassing both readiness and incident response), 

IP's roles are guided by the NIPP and a robust set of programs and activities to support critical 
infrastructure partners in the field. The NIPP establishes a partnership structure for coordination 
across 1 8 critical infrastructure sectors and owners and operators, and a risk management 
framework to identify assets, systems, and networks whose loss or compromise pose the greatest 
risk. IP is building on this foundation through expanded mission collaboration with partners, to 
strengthen not only the protection of critical infrastructure, but also its resilience. Additionally, 
the FY 2012 budget request includes funds to allow IP to deploy more capabilities and personnel 
out into the field to further the collaboration with partners. 

Identify and analyze vulnerabilities 

IP has a number of projects that support the identification, prioritization, and protection of the 
nation's critical infrastructure, as well as the assessment of critical infrastructure vulnerabilities, 
consequences and risk. I'hese projects provide an inventory of the nation's most critical 
infrastructure. IP also conducts and collects vulnerability assessments and consequence 
information required to produce comprehensive asset and system risk assessments, and these 
CIKR protection assessments enable the analysis of interdependencies and cascading effects. 
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The projects established to meet these goals include Vulnerability Assessments, Critical 
Infrastructure Technology and Architecture, and Infrastructure Sector Analysis. 

The FY 2012 budget request for these projects is $83.9 million, which includes $22.3 million for 
Vulnerability Assessments. This will support a minimum of 275 assessments and an additional 
six Regional Resiliency Assessments. The FY 2012 budget request also supports reaching full 
operating capability for the Protected Critical Infrastructure Information (PClI) Management 
System, which will enable increased information sharing of PCII protected information among 
federal, state, and local partners. 

Coordinate nationally and locally through partnerships 

IP has several projects dedicated to increasing the ability of our state, local and private sector 
partners to assess risks, coordinate programs and processes, and execute risk mitigation programs 
and activities. This includes the NIPP, coordinating efforts of the 1 8 sectors to implement and 
execute their Sector-Specific Plans, cross-sector and sector-specific education and training, and 
activities to facilitate the development of critical infrastructure partner governance and 
coordination structures and foster information sharing and coordination with these groups. 

In FY 2010, IP implemented the Secretary's Sports League Outreach Initiative, working with the 
owners and operators of 338 major sporting and entertainment venues across the country. 
Additionally, IP provided coverage and major incident information to critical infrastructure 
owners and operators through the National Infrastructure Coordinating Center for major 
incidents including the Deepwater Horizon oil spill, 2010 Midwest Floods. Haitian Earthquake, 
HlNl Response, Chilean Earthquake. California Wildfires. Peshawar Attaek.s. Jakarta Attacks. 
Kabul Coordinated Attacks, Super Bowl XLl V. and the 201 0 Hurricane Season. IP also 
provided incident-specific web postings via the Homeland Security Information Network - 
Critical Sectors portals for these and many other incidents impacting critical infrastructure, 
enabling owners and operators to prepare and respond to incidents. Additionally. IP provides 
information to federal, state, local, tribal and territorial law enforcement personnel and private 
sector security management personnel on current and emerging terrorist explosives tactics, 
techniques, and procedures through the Technical Resource for Incident Prevention (TRIPwire) 
information sharing portal. This information includes rapid reports on real-world incidents, 
including the failed attacks on Northwest Flight 253 and Times Square, and the Najibullah Zazi 
terrorism investigation. 

The FY 2012 budget request for these projects is $48.4 million. Funding will support the 
development and implementation of the Critical Infrastructure Risk Management Enhancement 
Initiative and Critical Infrastructure Risk Management Plan, which will identify goals, 
objectives, milestones and timelines for addressing specific risk-reduction activities and 
outcomes for Level 1 and Level 2 critical infrastructure, along with sector, state and local assets 
whose progress has been reported on by the National CiKR Protection .Annual Report. IP will 
also continue to provide operational support to the NIPP public-private partnership councils, 
including the 18 critical infrastructure sectors, cross-sector, state and local, and regional 
government councils, currently containing 700 participant organizations and 80 vvorking groups, 
which engage in more than 600 meetings annually. 
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Mitigate risk and effects 

The FY 2012 budget request includes $190 million to support IP efforts to mitigate risk and 
effects include voluntary and regulatory projects and activities, which enable NIPP partners to: 
identify and mitigate vulnerabilities; implement protective measures and report on risk 
mitigation activities; and increase preparedness and resilience for facilities, systems, and 
surrounding communities. They support public awareness efforts, facilitate the sharing of CIKR 
protection-related best practices and lessons learned, and enable infra.structure protection 
planning, readiness, and incident. The projects established to meet these goals include the 
National Infrastructure Coordinating Center, infrastructure security compliance. Protective 
■Security Advisors. IP sector-specific responsibilities, bombing prevention, and incident planning 
and exercises. 

IP has regulatory authority for security at high-risk chemical facilities. As of March 2011, 
CFATS covers 4.744 lacilities — 4.126 finally tiered facilities and 618 preliminarily tiered 
facilities. Once facilities receive a final tier notice, they arc required to complete a Site Security- 
Plan (SSP) or Alternate Security Plan (ASP) within 120 days. To date, IP has received and is in 
the process of reviewing just over 4.100 SSPs/ASPs. Additionally, our chemical inspectors are 
supporting facilities through Pre-Authorization Inspections (PAIs) in preparing their SSPs. .A.s of 
February 20! 1, more than 150 PAIs have been completed. To date. DFIS has also issued 66 
Administrative Orders to facilities that failed to submit their SSPs within the prescribed deadline, 
and all 66 facilities complied with the Administrative Orders. DtlS conducted its first 
■Authorization Inspection ( AI) of a chemical facility in summer of 2010. and a total of four .AIs 
have been completed to date. 

IP is also working closely with the U.S. Coast Guard to better harmonize CFATS and Maritime 
Transportation Security Act regulatory programs. Additionally. IP is determining the best 
approach for treatment of agricultural production facilities under CFATS and evaluating the 
current Chemicals of Interest list and the underlying CFATS regulations for potential updates. 
The FY 2012 budget request of $99.3 million supports inspection activities, the full 
implementation of the Personnel Surety Program to identify individuals with potential terrorist 
ties at covered facilities, and refining the .suite of Chemical Security Assessment Tools that 
support the program, This funding also supports the development and implementation of 
regulations governing the sale and transfer of the nation's supply of ammonium nitrate pursuant 
to the authority granted the Department in the Secure Handling of Ammonium Nitrate Act. 

IP carries out its field efforts largely through the Protective Security Advisors, who serve as our 
infrastructure security representation and coordination at the federal, state, local, tribal and 
territorial levels across all 50 States and Puerto Rico. Protective Security Advisors provide a 
local perspective to the national risk picture and serve as DHS' on-site critical infrastructure and 
vulnerability assessment .specialists. In FY 2010 the Protective Security Advisors conducted 674 
Enhanced Critical Infrastructure Protection (ECIP) security surveys, which capture facility 
security data and track improvements made by facilities to enhance security and resilience. The 
FY 2012 request of $27,5 million includes $2.3 million to place 15 Infrastructure Security- 
Specialists in State and Local Fusion Centers to develop State and regional critical infrastructure 
risk management and resiliency- plans and work with Fusion Center personnel to support 
national-level critical infrastructure strategic analysis and decision-making. 
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The Sector-Specific Agency Management Project executes Sector-Specific Agency functions for 
6 of the 18 CIKR sectors: Chemical; Commercial Facilities; Critical Manufacturing; Dams; 
Emergency Services; and Nuclear Reactors, Materials, and Waste (Nuclear). Last summer. IP 
held the 2010 Chemical Sector Security Summit, in coordination with the Chemical Sector 
Coordinating Council, which drew more than 400 participants. The two-day event provided a 
forum for officials and the private sector to share information on CFATS; threats to the Chemical 
Sector; local security resources; transportation risk; personnel surety; research and development; 
and cybersecurity. In addition, the Sector-Specific Agency Management Project serves as the 
Program Management Office for the Interagency Security Committee (ISC), a federal body 
created to enhance the security of non-military federal facilities. The ISC has been designated by 
Executive Order as the body responsible tor setting federal building security policy and 
standards and IP serves as Chair of the ISC. The FY 2012 budget request includes $24.7 million 
for these responsibilities, of which $3.0 million is requested to support the ISC's leadership of 
senior executives from federal agencies and departments in the long-term development of 
comprehensive security standards to protect and secure all non-military government 
infrastructure. This funding will enable the ISC to finalize and issue standards for the Physical 
Security Criteria, Facility Security Councils, and Contract Guards for federal facilities. 

Federal Protective Service 

The Federal Protective Serv'ice (FPS) protects the 1.4 million daily tenants and visitors in the 
facilities, on the grounds, and property owned, occupied, or secured by the federal government. 
FPS provides law enforcement, security countermeasure service, and administers 1 4.000 contract 
Protective Security Officers (PSOs) to carry out this responsibility. 

Last fiscal year. FPS protected 9.587 General Services Administration (GSA) facilities, 
conducted 738 facility security assessments, made 1.644 arrests on federal property, prevented 
more than 700,000 prohibited and potentially dangerous items from being brought into federal 
buildings, and responded to 2 million alarm activations. FPS also incorporated canines (K9s) 
capable ofdetecting explosives that could be carried into a federally protected facility, increasing 
the number of K9 teams by 38 percent to meet the protective mission of securing federal 
facilities, employees, and visitors. 

The FY 2012 budget request for FPS is $1,261.5 million. FPS is funded by offsetting collections 
from other government agencies, and a Basic Security Fee increase of $0,08, from $0,66 to $0,74 
per square foot, is requested to recover the costs for an additional 1 46 law enforcement officers 
and support personnel to ensure that the occupants of federal facilities are safe. The additional 
staff will focus on monitoring and oversight ofguard performance. 

us-visn 

fhe L'nited States Visitor and Immigrant Status Indicator Technology (US-VISIT) Program 
provides biometric identification through the collection, maintenance, and sharing of biometric 
and selected biographic data to authorized DHS, federal, state, tribal, and local law enforcement 
agencies, and internationally through data-sharing agreements with strategic foreign partners in 
support of the DUS mission. Through the use of biometrics, US-VISIT collects, stores and 
shares digital fingerscans and digital photographs for subsequent verification. The biometric 
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information is paired with biographic information and used to establish and verify an 
individual's identity, as well as to match that identity against criminal and immigration violator 
watchlists. US-’VISIT also analyzes the biographic entry' and exit records of aliens to identify 
individuals who may have violated U.S. immigration laws by overstaying the terms of their 
admission in the United States. 

The US-VISIT Biometric Support Center (BSC), which began operations in 2004. achieved a 
major milestone in FY 2010 by making its 500*'' latent-fingerprint identification. The BSC 
performs approximately 120,000 latent-print comparisons a week, making it one of the largest 
lalent-lingerprint operations in the world, and hits have included those associated with 
homicides, terrorism incidents, narcotics distributors, and smugglers. In FY 2010, US-VISlT 
provided ICE with more than 14.000 credible leads on in-country visa overstays and created 
14.269 out-of-country overstay lookouts for officials at U.S, Customs and Border Protection. 
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services, and the Department of State, 

US-VIS!T increased strategic coalitions with international partners to build consensus on 
developing and deploying biometric identity-management capabilities across borders. 

The FY 2012 budget request for US-VlSIT is $302.3 million including funding for: 

• Identity Management and Screening Services: $32.6 million is requested to enable US- 
VISIT to screen all new incoming overstay records. Coupled with the request to 
repurpose $24.4 million of the current funding (see Biometric Air Exit bullet below), this 
will allow US-VISIT to clear all currently existing unvetted records and screen 100 
percent of new records. 

• System Operations and Maintenance: $128.1 million is requested to operate and 
maintain two major automated identification systems — the Automated Biometric 
Identification System (IDENT) for biometric data and the Arrival and Departure 
Information System (,ADIS) for biographic data — to support the significant annual 
increases in transaction volume and gallery sizes while still enabling timely data 
searching and response critical to the mission success of US-VISIT customers. 

• Unique Identity: .$28.7 million is requested to achieve additional interoperability 
capabilities between IDENT and the biometric databases of the Departments of Justice 
and Defense, as well as development of enhancements of a multimodal biometric 
capability and automated data sharing with international partners, which will provide 
more data with which to verify an individual's identity. 

• US-VISIT 1.0: $4.9 million is requested to address current system performance 
limitations and rising operations and maintenance costs by analyzing multiple approaches 
to re-architecting the .system to optimize performance and gain efficiencies. US-VISIT is 
concerned that the current approach for system maintenance and growth accommodation 
is insufficient to support the continuously growing demand for US- VISIT'S biometric and 
biographic data services. 

• Biometric Air Exit: The FY 2012 budget included a cancellation of $25.6 million in 
prior-year funds for biometric air exit to fund immediate operational needs. As 
mentioned above, the request realigns the remaining $24,4 million to eliminate the 
existing 1.5 million unvetted overstay records. The proposed changes in funding 
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represent a highly effective use of resources, allowing US-VISIT to work the unvetted 
records. 

Risk Management and Analysis 

The Office of Risk Management and Analysis (RMA) leads NPPD's effort to build an integrated 
approach for managing risk that supports the collective efforts and shared responsibilities of the 
entire homeland security enterprise. RMA provides strategic risk analysis for the Department, 
enhances risk management capabilities of DHS and enterprise-wide partners, and integrates risk 
management approaches through the coordinated development of guidance and governance. 

RMA recently completed the Risk Assessment Process for Informed Decision-making (RAPID). 
RAPID is the Department's first quantitative multi-hazard assessment of risk, and provides an 
initial evaluation of the role that DUS programs play in managing that risk. ITMA also collected 
information on and assigned relative risk level to more than 8,000 Special Events submitted to 
DHS in order to support federal, state, and local law enforcement efforts; and developed a 
Special Events geospatial information tool for operations centers, which was deployed in the 
National Operations Center. 

The FY 2012 budget request for RMA is $9,522 million to continue execution of the RAPID 
decision support tool, provide technical assistance to DHS and enterprise-w'ide partners, develop 
requirements for a Risk Knowledge Management System, and continue to build the 
Department's integrated Risk Management Framework through development of policy, 
guidance, processes, and training. 

Conclusion 

The FY 2012 NPPD budget proposal reflects our strong commitment to protecting the homeland 
and the American people. As outlined in our testimony today, the budget request allows DFIS to 
continue to mature and strengthen the nation's cybersecurity and infrasitructure protection 
posture while also being effective and efficient stewards of taxpayer dollars. 

Thank you for inviting us to appear before you today. We look forward to answering your 
questions and to working with you on the FY 2012 Budget Request and other homeland security 
issues. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Robert Adcrholt 

Under Secretary Rand Beers, National Protection and Programs 
Directorate (NPPD) 

Deputy Under Secretary Phil Reitinger, NPPD 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 Budget Request - NPPD 
March 31, 201 1 


NOTE: !f required, please provide classified answers under a separate cover. 

EINSTEIN 2 Deployments 

Question: Last year in our hearing on cybcrsccurity, you stated that EINSTEIN 2 - which is deployed to 
Federal agencies but is a passive system that does not provide real-time awareness - would be deployed to 21 
agencies and four internet service providers under the Managed Trusted Internet Protocol Service (MTIPS) by 
the end of FYIO. However, your submitted statement for today's hearing maintains that you are deployed to 
only 15 of 19 departments and to the four MTIPs. When will you complete deployment of EINSTEIN 2 and 
what is the reason for the delay? 

ANSWER: 

At the time of the testimony, the Office of Management and Budget (0MB) had yet to make its final decision 
on the number of Trusted Internet Connection Access Points (TICAPs). Although 2 1 agencies were originally 
scheduled to receive EINSTEIN 2 deployments, two agencies chose to change their status. Subsequent to the 
April testimony, 0MB approved the 19 FiCAPs as well as four Managed Trusted Internet Protocol Service 
(MTIPS) providers. Deployment to the 19 TICAPs originally had a target completion date of the fourth quarter 
of Fiscal Year (FY) 2010. The program anticipates completing deployment and declaring Full Operating 
Capability (FOC) of EINSTEIN 2. which allows for near real-time alerting, by the end of Calendar Year 201 1 . 

1 he Department of Homeland Security (DHS) is actively engaged with the remaining four agencies to complete 
the EINSTEIN 2 deployments. The delay in completing the deployment to these agencies is related to the need 
for an executed memorandum of agreement (MOA) between DHS and the receiving agency before deployment, 
which requires significant coordination and review by multiple organizations within each agency. DHS 
continues to coordinate efforts with the remaining agencies to facilitate the completion of these MOAs so that 
the deployments can proceed by the planned completion date. 

Two of the those four agencies face technical challenges due to the size and nature of the data passing through 
their networks, and tho,sc technical challenges must be specifically addressed. The remaining two agencies 
have very specific legal and privacy considerations that must be addressed in their respective MOAs due to the 
sensitive nature of the information that transits their networks. The anticipated FOC date for BINS 1 FilN 2 may 
be delayed if these legal and privacy concerns cannot be resolved, which would prevent these agencies from 
entering into an MOA with DHS for EINSTEIN 2. 
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BiNSl'EIN 2 is currently installed at ail of the participating MTIPS vendors. DiiS provides EINSTEIN 2 
monitoring to 1 3 agencies via the MTIPS service, with several customers making the ilnal preparations to begin 
MTIPS service in the near future. 


Question: How is the EINSTEIN 2 system fiinctioning compared with your expectations? 

ANSWER: 

EINSTEIN 2 is performing as expected. The system, as designed, provides the flexibility for DHS to integrate 
it with existing agency Trusted Internet Connections (TICs) network topologies and MTIPS enclave 
environments. DHS has demonstrated the ability to scale the system as agencies' TIC plans mature. 


Question: Since these systems are passive, how long does it take to get a data report? Please provide 
unclassified and classified answers as needed. 

ANSWER: 

At the system level, the average time it takes from alert detection by EINSTEIN 2 to delivery to DHS is .3 
seconds (based on a sampling of 1.000 events). DIIS enters into a service level agreement (SLA) with each 
agency whose traffic is monitored by EINSTEIN 2. The SI>A is the mechanism that defines the limelines 
required to identify, report, escalate, and provide remediation information and actions between DHS and the 
agency. In accordance with the SLA. the United Stales Computer Emergency Readiness Team (US-CERT) 
notifies the agency within 1 hour of validation through analysis and delivers or provides access to the 
EINSTEIN log for the incident timeframe. Additionally. US-CERT cross-checks incidents against current 
threats and returns detailed infonnation to the agency within 2 hours of positive correlation. 


Question: What can you tell us about the volume and characteristics of Internet traffic that is transiting our 
government's networks? Please provide unclassified and classified answers as needed. 

ANSWER: 

Obtaining the precise volume of government Internet tralTic and number of connections is extremely difficult 
due to the distributed nature of the civilian government networks, but it is usually not necessary because a TIC 
acceSvS point can share its security capabilities across all the connections once they are consolidated through that 
riC access point. The volume of Internet traffic and comiections is measured by surveying civilian agencies, 
obtaining billing data from the General Services Administration (GS.A), and reviewing estimates by Internet 
service providers and DHS. Ba.scd on plans reported by 42 agencies (but not independently verified by DHS). 
civilian government administrative and business networks had an Internet capacity ofapproximaleiy 1 .50 
gigabytes per second (Gbps) in January 201 1 . Using additional sources and DHS estimates, the total civilian 
government Internet capacity is estimated to be between 200-400 Gbps through more than 300 Internet service 
providers. 

This estimate does not include Department of Defense (DOD). specialized very high-speed research, and other 
government-sponsored networks, which are not intended to be monitored through the TIC initiative. 


Question: What else has been learned from the EINSTEIN 2 deployments? 
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ANSWER: 

I he EINSTF:iN 2 system delects anomalous traffic potentially ^sociated with malicious cyber activity. This 
capability allows US-CERT to better characterize and scope the threats across the Federal Government. 

I.everaging EINSTEIN 2, US-CERT analysts conduct in-depth analysis on captured data to better understand an 
adversary's techniques, tactics, and procedures while protecting constitutional rights by implementing oversight 
and compliance guidelines to ensure that data is handled correctly. EINSTEIN 2 has improved US-CERT's 
ability to detect Advanced Persistent Threat activity and provide timely warning to affected Federal agencies. 
Individual agencies respond to their specific incidents by further investigating the suspicious activity, applying 
tactical mitigation measures, and following up with US-CERT for additional technical expertise, analysis, and 
incident closeout. 

Finally. US-CFRT provides data and analysis on EINSTEIN 2 activity to Federal agencies and other Federal 
cyber partners by reporting specific incidents to the affected agency as they occur and aggregated data to senior 
cybersecLiriiy officials throughout the government in the weekly Department and Agency Cyber.security 
Activity Report. Ihe aggregated data helps senior cybersecurity officials maintain awarene.ss of suspicious 
activity affecting the entire Federal Government. 


Development and Dcplovinent Of Ein.stein 3 

Question: What is the status of the EINSTEIN 3 deployments? 

ANSWER; 

DHS entered into an interagency agreement with the National Security Agency (NSA) in February 201 1 to 
initiate procurement and commence development of EINSTEIN 3 capabilities, which is in line with initial 
schedule estimates. Design eflorts with Federal and industry partners are currently under way; however, the 
schedule for deployment of EINSTEIN 3 nests and sensors has slipped to FY 2012. The schedule for 
deployment and maintenance oflhe communications infrastructure necessary' to support immediate access, data 
archiving, continuity of operations, and availability requirements of EINSTEIN 3 has slipped to FY 2012 as a 
result of the EINSTEIN 3 design phase conducted in 2010. 


Question: What can you tell us about the cause of delays? 

ANSWER: 

DIIS completed a 90-day design phase in the fall of 2010 that provided essential data from the Internet service 
providers and the NSA to better mitigate potential .schedule and cost risks associated with the development and 
deployment of EINSTEIN 3. The design phase resulted in a jointly developed, executable plan and integrated 
schedule to deploy the first sensor into operational testing in I'Y 2012. Before executing the design phase, the 
Department needed to ensure that legal, policy, and technical considerations had all been addre.sscd. In addition 
to technical preparations for the design study. DHS worked with the Department of .lustice to obtain a required 
legal opinion and collaborated with the National Security Councifs Deputies Committee to ensure that the 
planned execution of EINSTEIN 3 was in agreement with .Administration policy. Completion of these activities 
delayed the initiation of the 9()-day design phase. 
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Question; How would you characterize the \aiinerabi!ity of government networks to some damage and 
penetration w ithout the real-time intrusion detection and monitoring capability of EINSTEIN 3? 

ANSWER: 

All networks have inherent vulnerabilities that can be reduced by layers of security . Civilian government 
networks that comply with TIC practices and have received EINSTEIN 2 deployment are protected but could 
certainly be better secured by EINSTEIN 3 intrusion prevention. EvINSTFilN 2 enables US-CERT’ to detect and 
monitor for specific cyber threats in near-real time; however. EINSTEIN 2 by nature is passive. EINSTEIN 3 
by nature is active and would allow for near real-time prevention of known cyber threats, thereby increasing the 
government's ability to reduce potential exploitation of its networks. It is important to note, however, that 
although EINSTEIN 3 deployment is an essential improvement in network protection, no technology is a 
panacea. We must continue to layer the defenses of Federal civilian networks to meet emerging threats. 


Cvbersecurin Strategic Planning 

Question: Is the Administration working on an update National Cybersecurily Strategy? Given the seriousness 
of the threat, shouldn't wc have an updated strategy that clearly lays out our national goals for cybersecurity and 
then ties these goals to specific tasks and mission requirements for Federal agencies? 

ANSWER: 

The Administration has an overarching cybersecurily strategic framework in place, which is based on the 
President's 2009 Cyberspace Policy RevieM-: Assuring' a TrusieJ and Resilient Information and Communications 
Inffastnicture. In 2009, President Obama determined that the Comprehensive National Cybersecurity Initiative 
(CNCI) and its associated activities should evolve to become key elements of the broader national cybersecurity 
clTorls. The CNCI activities play a central role in achieving many of the key recommendations of the 
Cyberspace Policy Review, which included specific short- and mid-term action plans for the Federal 
Government. 

DHS actively engages in the efforts to support that strategic framework, such as the development of a National 
Cyber Incident Response Plan and the National Strategy for frosted Identities in Cyberspace. 

hollowing the publication ol the Cyberspace Policy Re\'ieM\ DHS developed a long-range vision of 
cybersecurity for the Department and the Nation's homeland security enterprise. This vision is encapsulated in 
the Quadrennial Homeland Security Review' (QHSR). which provides an overarching framework for the 
Department and defines our key priorities and goals. One of the five priority areas detailed in the QHSR is 
■'Safeguarding and Securing Cyberspace." Within the cybersecurily mission area, the QHSR identifies two 
overarching goals; to help create a safe, .secure, and resilient cyber environment; and to promote cybersecurily 
knowledge and innovation. 

fhe Department currently is working with its stakeholders in other departments and agencies, as well as with 
representatives at the State, local, tribal, and territorial levels and from industry, to develop a comprehensive 
cybersecurily strategy for the protection of civilian agencies and the private sector. The strategy flows from the 
QHSR and will describe specific ways and means to ensure that cyberspace is a safe, secure, and resilient space 
where the American way of life can thrive. 

The DHS cyber strategy will build upon existing related national policies as outlined in the Federal information 
Security Management Act of 2002 and Homeland Security Presidential Directives 7 and 23. 
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Question: Do you have concerns with the lack of assigned roles and responsibilities in the 2009 
recommendations? 


The Department clearly understands its cybersecurity mission; to help create a safe, secure, and resilient cyber 
environment by protecting the Federal executive branch civilian agencies and leading efforts to protect critical 
infrastructure from cyber attack. Additionally, the Department w'orks closely with its Federal partners under the 
direction of the White House, as articulated in presidential directives and other guidance documents, to ensure 
that cybersecurty activities across the government are coordinated and complementary. The Administration is 
currently review ing the adequacy of .statutory authorities in this area, and we look forward to engaging with 
Congress once this review- is completed. 


Cvbcrsecurity- Authorities 

Question: Do you believe DHS has sufficient authorities to promote and facilitate cybersecurity across the 
government and private sector? 

ANSWER: 

On May i 2. the Administration transmitted a cybersecurity legislative proposal to Congress that included a 
request to codify and clarify DHS* roles, responsibilities, and authorities to protect Federal networks and critical 
infrastructure. DHS has two primary roles in cybersecurity. The first is protecting the Federal executive branch 
civilian agencies - in other words, the "dot-gov** world. It is where the government does its own business and 
maintains essential functions, but also provides services to the American people. The second responsibility is 
leading the protection of critical infrastructure and its connections to cyberspace. DHS currently carries out 
those mission responsibilities under a patchwork ol* statutory authority and executive branch directives. There 
is. however, no single overarching statutory framework describing all the DHS roles and responsibilities for 
cybersecurity. The lack of such a framework, on occasion, has slowed the ability of DFIS to assist other Federal 
agencies and the private sector. The Administration's proposal will codify and clarify current DHS 
responsibilities and authorities as part of a coherent .statutory' framework that will ensure that DHS has the 
continued ability to carry out its cybersecurity mission effectively and efficiently. 


Question: What specific gaps does DHS have due to limited authorities? What could you do better if you had 
extended authorities? 


ANvSWER: 

The Administration has transmitted its legislative proposal, which addresses authorities. 


Question: How are you working with the authorizing committees to address these issues, and what budgetary 
resources to you anticipate you w ill need to fill these gaps? 

ANSWER: 


DHS officials regularly engage with congressional committees through public hearings and private meetings to 
discuss the Department's cybersecurity aclivities and authorities. Additionally. DHS currently is working with 
the White I louse to determine if the Department's authorities need to be enhanced or clarified in statute. 
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The increase of cyber funding in the FY 2012 budget request reflects an appropriate prioritization of resources 
for cybersecurity. This prioritization will help the Department build capacity in line with any proposal sent 
forward by the Administration. 

Question: Please provide detailed budget information for the Einstein broken out by increment for FYIO, 
FYII andFY12. 

ANSWER: 

EINSTEIN budget information broken out by increments for FYs 2010, 2011, and 2012 is shown in the 
following table, which presents planning, procurement (labeled as Acquisition), and operations (labeled as 
Maintenance) costs by Block. 
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Question: Provide breakout for what is operations and what is procurement by year. For operations, provide 
cost per site and associated FTEs. For procurement, provide quantity and unit costs by year nest and sensors. 

ANSWER: 

The table above breaks out planning, procurement (labeled as Acquisition), and operations (labeled as 
Maintenance) costs by Block. FY 2010, 2011, and 2012 dollars for Block 3.0 result in the procurement and 
deployment of five nests, seven sensors (five in production; two in test), and three back-ends (one in 
production; two in test). The total Block 3 costs include the total design, development, test, deployment, spares, 
facilities, and initial operation and maintenance costs. 

The estimated per-unit costs are included in the following table. 
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The backend costs are for one scalable backend. On<« a c^tain number of sensors are deployed and the amount 
of monitored traffic increases, more hardware will be required to accommodate the increases in traffic volume. 


Question: Please provide a spend plan by fiscal quarter broken out by activity for the remainder of FY 1 1 and 

forFYU. 

ANSWER: 

The FY 201 1 EINSTEIN spend plan is shown in the table l^low, broken down by fiscal quarter. 
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The National Protection and Programs Directorate's National Cyber Security Division (NCSD) has all 
procurement request packages prepared and ready for release pending the receipt of the FY 201 1 Enacted 
Budget funds. The FY 2012 EINSTEIN spend plan is shown in the table below, broken down by fiscal quarter. 
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Linobtisated Balances 

Question: Please provide unobligated balances within NPPD. by appropriation account and PPA. and when 
you anticipate that they will be expended. 

ANSWER: 

The following table reilects tlnancial data as of March 31. 201 L and includes the P Y 201 1 I'ui! Year 
Continuing Resolution funding and rescissions. A significant amount of funding was precluded from obligation 
prior to the enactment of the FY 20 1 1 Full Year Continuing Resolution. 



Directorate Administration 

$20,314,501 

Obligate 99,5% bv 9/30/2011 j 

Risk Management and Analysis 

$4,835,856 

Obligate 99.5% bv 9/30/2011 

Subtotal 

$25,150,357 

. 

Infrastructure Protecttcm end Infoimatian Security 

Management and Administration 

$75,058,629 

Obligate 99,5% bv 9/30/2011 

Identification and Analysis 

$54,278,537 

Obligate 90% by 9/30/201 1 . remaining 
9.5% bv 12/31/2011 

Coordination and Information 
Sharing 

$32,779,802 

Obligate 90% by 9/30/201 1 , remaining 
9.5% by 12/31/2011 

Risk Reduction {Mitigation 
Programs) 

$108,637,012 

Obligate 90% by 9/30/201 1 , remaining 
9,5% by 12/31/2011 

US-CERT 

$247,746,962 

Obligate 90% by 9/30/201 1 , remaining 
9.5% by 12/31/2011 

Strategic Initiatives 

$25,545,769 

Obligate 90% by 9/30/2011, remaining 
9.5% by 12/31/2011 

! Outreach and Programs 

$4,477,768 

Obligate 90% by 9/30/201 1 , remaining 
9,5% by 12/31/2011 

! Priority Telecommunications 
i Services 

$40,629,718 

Obligate 90% by 9/30/2011, remaining 
9.5% by 12/31/2011 

1 Programs to Study and Enhance 
j Telecommunications 

$12,456,296 

Obligate 90% by 9/30/2011, remaining 
9.5% by 12/31/2011 

i Critical Infrastructure Protection 
Programs 

$4,985,057 

Obligate 90% by 9/30/201 1 , remaining 
9,5% by 12/31/2011 

Next Generation Networks 

$18,363,084 

Obligate 90% by 9/30/201 1 , remaining 
9.5% by 12/31/2011 

Office of Emergency 
Communications 

$32,118,977 

Obligate 90% by 9/30/201 1 , remaining 
9.5% by 12/31/2011 

Subtotal 

$582,018,982 

i 

^ infrastructure Protection and InfOnnation Security ^ 

identification and Analysis $907,693 

Coordination and Information 

Sharing $383,148 

Obligate by 4/30/2011 1 

Obligate by 4/30/2011 

I Risk Reduction (Mitigation 
Programs) 

$8,881,137 

Obligate $6M by 4/30/201 1 , remainder 
by 6/30/2011 

US-CERT 

$3,597,424 

Obligate by 4/30/2011 

Strategic Initiatives 

$3,947,368 

Obligate by 4/30/2011 

Outreach and Programs 

$1,919,784 

Obligate by 6/30/2011 

Priority Telecommunications 
Services 

$61,525 

Obligate by 4/30/2011 
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j Programs to Stuay and Pn-'ance 
; Telecommunications 

$120,085 

Obligate by 4/30/201 1 

Critical Infrastructure Protection 

1 Programs 

$164,715 

Obligate by 4/30/201 1 I 

! Next Generation Networks 

$272,594 

Obligate by 4/30/2011 

Office of Emergency 

1 Communications 

$118,864 

Obligate by 4/30/2011 i 

1 Subtotat 

$20,374,337 


; infrastructure Protection iafiitRfonnatfon Security 

' Office of Emergency 1 | Obligate 93% by 5/30/2011. remainder I 

Communications $28,648,318 I by 9/30/201 1 

‘ US-VISfT 

1 : Obligate by 9/30/201 1 , with tne I 

US-VISIT $297,751,609 1 exception of $17M in Exit funding j 

Federal Protective Service 

Basic security 

$103,127,863 

Obligate by 9/30/201 1 

Buiiaing-spectfic security 

$77,322,805 

Obligate by 9/30/201 1 

Reimbursable Security Fees 
(contract guard services) 

$311,306,220 

Obligate by 9/30/201 1 

Subtotal 

$491,756,888 


GRAND TOTAL 

$1,520,759,120 



Interagency C-vbcr Security Coordination 


Question: Please describe the nature and extent of the Department’s coordination with U.S. Cyber Command, 
including, but not limited to: (1) an assessment of the impact so far of last year’s cybcrsecurily agreement 
signed between DOD and DH$; (2) a description of the key areas of coordination: (3) whether NPPD believes 
the Department’s level of coordination with CyberCommand is sulTicient: (4) what, specillcally. NPPD’s plans 
are in the next year to improve the foundations of that coordination; and (5) the number of DHS employees 
assigned to Cyber Command’s Pi. Meade I leadquarters. 


ANSWER: 


DHS and DOD already work closely together, and last year’s MCA formalized a process to increase the ability 
of each agency to work in its mission space. In particular. DHS leverages DOD’s significant technical 
capabilities through NSA. To support DHS’s etl’crts to protect Federal Govenimenl civilian networks and 
critical infrastructure. DOD co-!ocated a Cryptologic Services Group and a Cyber Support Element at DHS’s 
National Cybersecurity and Communications Integration C'entcr (NCCIC). the hub for responding to domestic 
cyber incidents, DHS’s coordination with Cyber Cojnmand has improved under the MOA and is expected to 
continue to improve as both departments mature their efforts under the MOA. 

By enhancing joint planning and giving each agency belter visibility into the other’s operational processes, the 
MOA will increase the agencies’ effectiveness and build on capabilities of each. This, in turn, will enhance the 
agencies’ response capabilities while addressing incidents that may alTect the private sector. No new authorities 
are asserted: we are instead improving government-wide efforts through improved coordination of activities 
falling within each agency's existing lane. 


I’nder the MO.A,. DHS is assigning 30 employees to Fort Meade, including representatives from DHS’s Office 
of the General Counsel. Privacy Office, and Office for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties. In addition, the 
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National Protection and Programs Directorate’s (NPPD) I JS-CERT will assign an additional 1 0 employees to 
support ongoing collaborative initiatives that existed before the MOA. 


Question: Deputy Secretary of Defense William J. Lynn laid out a framework for U.S. cyberseciirity in the 21'' 
Century in an article last fall in Foreign Affairs. He declared cyberspace to be a "new domain of warfare" and 
indicated the while DMS leads the protection of ".gov" domains, the Defense Department needed to leverage its 
investments in cybersecurily to help protect critical infrastructure. Do you agree with Deputy Secretary's 
1 .ynn's vision on cybersecurily — that it is a new domain of "warfare"? How is NPPD working with DOD to 
protect critical infrastructure via cyberspace? Who ultimately has the lead on those cyber-infraslructure 
protection issues-~-Dl IS or DOD? 


ANSWER: 


Cyberspace itself is not a war zone, although it can be used as a domain to support the war aims of a state or 
non-state actor. This distinction is important. Conflict and exploitation are present in cy berspace, but 
cyberspace is fundamentally a civilian space. It is a neighborhood, a library, a marketplace, a school yard, and a 
workshop, and it offers a new. exciting age in human experience, exploration, and development. Portions of it 
are part of the Nation's defense infrastructure, and the.se are properly protected by DOD. Fhe vast majority of 
cyberspace is civilian space. 

Cyberspace is vita! to the Nation's security, economic well-being, health, and public safety. For Americans to 
be able to act with confidence in cyberspace, it must be made more secure — an urgent outcome that requires a 
broadly distributed effort. Government must play an appropriate role, the contours of which society is still 
dellning. Given cyberspace's overwhelmingly civilian nature. DHS has an important role to play. However, no 
single government entity — or single technology -alone can overcome the cybersecurily challenges our Nation 
faces. Consequently, the public and private sectors must work collaboralively. The National Infrastructure 
Protection Plan (NIPP) provides public and private sector partners with a framework for the collaborative 
protection ofcritical infrastructure and key resources (CIKR). 

DFIS is the Federal lead on critical inlVastruciure protection efforts as outlined in Homeland Security 
Presidential Directive 7. Homeland Security Presidential Directive 23./Nalional Security Presidential Directive 
54. the NiPP. and the National Strategy to Secure Cyberspace (February 2003). DOD plays a key element in 
this CIKR framew'ork. including its relation to cyberspace, and close collaboration in this environment will 
continue. 

Last year's MOA between DOD and DHS does not alter the departments' existing authorities or missions. 

DOD already operates within the NIPP framework as the Sector Specific Agency (SSA) for the Defense 
Industrial Base. Within the CIKR community, DOD works directly with Defense Industrial Base partners. 

DHS. SSAs. and other critical infrastructure partners in developing plans to help reduce risk and better secure 
critical infrastructure information systems. Specifically, the MOA builds upon pre-existing liaison exchanges 
among DHS and the NSA/Central Security Service Threat Operation Center. USCYBERCOM. and the United 
Stales Northern Command. Liaisons to DHS were already positioned within elements of the NCClC. In 
essence, the MOA further supports DHS’s already active partnership with DOD, ensuring agile coordination 
and technical capabilities support. The MOA does not extend DOD's cyber involvement with the private sector 
beyond its current role; instead, it enables DHS to ftise DOD and NSA information, through the NCClC, with 
that of the private sector, thereby providing all parties with a more comprehensive situational awareness of 
cyber activity affecting the Nation. 
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Private Sector Cvher CoUaboration 


Question; How does DHS work with private owners of our Nation's critical infrastructure and key resources to 
ensure their networks and control systems are secure? 

ANSWER: 

NPPD's NCSD engages in a wide range of activities designed to help private sector CIKR partners implement 
appropriate cybersecurity measures, fhesc activities are planned and executed in collaboration with Federal. 
State, local, tribal, territorial, private sector, and intemationai partners in recognition of the shared ownership 
and responsibilities and interconnected nature of cyberspace and the Nation's critical infrastructure. 
Coiiaboralively. NCSD and its private sector partners identify opportunities to leverage each other's 
capabilities, including those of US-CF.RT. 

The foundation for private sector engagement is the sector partnership framework established under the NIPP. 
which enables NCSD to work closely with public and private sector CIKR representatives through a series of 
sector and cross-sector councils across the 1 8 CIKR sectors. Each public-private sector has two councils — one 
comprising government representatives and another comprising private sector representatives. By engaging 
these councils, NCSD is able to work directly with CIKR owners and operators on cybersecurity issues. NCSD 
also leverages the sector partnership framework to work on cybersecurity issues that stretch across CIKR 
sectors, specillcally through the Cross-Sector Cyber Security Working Group (CSCSWTi). whose members arc 
drawn from each ol the 1 8 CIKR sectors. The CSCSW'G has been integral in achieving many milestones for 
improving cyberseciirity, most notably in developing and helping coordinate the implementation of the report 
associated with CNCI {Project 12 Report; Improving Protection of Privately Owned Critical Network 
Infrastructure Through Piihlic-Private Partnerships). 

Among the activities focused on private sector collaboration are sector-level risk management, exercises, 
control systems security, voluntary cybersecurity assessments, and operational information sharing 
enhancement. The Critical Infrastructure Protection - Cyber Security (CIPCS) program is the lead government 
representative under the NIPP framework for the public-private partnership to secure national Information 
Fechnology {I T) infrastructure. CIPCS works with public and private sector partners to implement the IT 
Sector Specific Plan and risk management framework to ensure the security and resiliency of the IT Sector. 
Additionally. CIPCS facilitates sector-wide and cross-sector cybersccurity risk management through formal 
engagement, development of sector cybersecurity strategics, cyber infrastructure identification methodologies, 
and alignment of cybersecurity risk management with sector security, risk assessment, and protective measures 
initiatives. 

I'he Cyber Exercises Program (CEP) addresses the Nation's cybcrsecurity readiness, protection, and incident 
response capabilities by developing, designing, and conducting cyber e.xercises and workshop.s with 
cybersecurity partners, including the private sector. Specifically. CFiP coordinates the Cyber Storm exercise 
series as well as other exercises, each of which provides the opportunity to test and validate operating 
procedures and information sharing relationships and mechanisms across the cybersecuriiy community. 

The Control Systems Security Program (CSSP) supports CIKR owners and operators with subject-matter 
expertise, tools, techniques, and practices for securing and securely operating control systems with a key focus 
on the identification, analysis, and remediation of cyber vulnerabilities. CSSP established the industrial Control 
Systems Joint Working Group to facilitate information sharing and leverage control systems security activities 
in partnership with public and private sector representatives. Additionally. CSSP operates the Industrial Control 
Systems-Cyber Emergency Response Team (ICS-CERT), which expands the technical and response capabilities 
of NCSD's control systems and enhances their ability lo coordinate for situational awareness, incident response, 
and vulnerability management. CSSP also maintains and operates an advanced vulnerability discover) 
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capability to conduct vulnerability assessments of control systems used within CIKR, including site assessments 
of privately owned critical infrastructure facilities. 

The Cyber Security Evaluations Program (CSEP) deploys formal appraisal methods for cybersecurity to private 
sector CIKR stakeholders using the Cyber Resilience Review assessment. CSHP conducts voluntary 
cyborsecLirity assessments of CIKR sector members using in-house subject-matter expertise in addition to 
trusted externa! resources. These assessments measure the resiliency of a stakeholder's management 
capabilities and capacities, targeting the formality and maturity of processes in operations, business continuity, 
and cybersecurily. 

NC’SD also engages in several cybersecurity information sharing activities with critical infrastructure partners. 

In coordinaiion with DOD and the Financial Services information Sharing and Analysis Center, NCSD initiated 
a cybcrsecurity information sharing pilot activity designed to enhance the protection ofkey critical 
infrastructure networks within the Financial Sciences Sector. This bi-directional information sharing pilot 
provides an opportunity to facilitate U.S. Government and industry partnerships to mitigate unauthorized cyber 
activity in unclassified networks and to improve the protection of privately owned critical network 
infrastructure. NCSD currently is working with partners to implement similar information sharing pilots across 
additional CIKR sectors. 


Question: How does DHS respond to requests for assistance from the private .sector following a cyber attack 
or network breach? 

ANSWER: 

The private sector ultimately is responsible for the security of its networks. However, private sector entities can 
request assistance from the Federal Government. DHS. pursuant to statutory authority and presidential 
directives, is responsible for coordinating cyber protection and incident response for critical infrastructure. As a 
result, if a private sector entity requests assistance from the government. DHS may provide onsite or remote 
assistance to perform analysis and recommend mitigation actions through US-CERT and/or ICS-CERT. 

fhrough onsite assistance. DHS aids private sector organizations in delecting the scope of the malicious activity 
and determining mitigation actions to protect the system from current and future attacks or breaches. For 
example, when a private sector company has a cyber incident, it can request help directly from US-CERT. 

After a Request for Technical Assistance agreement is established with the private sector organization. US- 
CERT provides onsite coordinators and analysts to help with the response. In addition. US-CERT provides 
virtual assistance to the onsite team from the US-CER T Operations Center. Based on an analysis of the 
information from the initial private .stxtor entity. US-CERT develops an outreach and mitigation plan to notify 
and assist in providing detection and protection guidance to other private sector entities. As needed during the 
response. US-CERT coordinates with other national cyber centers and interagency partners. 

When the response efforts involve an industrial control system, DHS's ICS-CERT conducts the onsite response. 
The ICS-CERT deploys fiy-away teams to help as.set owners identify and mitigate a cyber incident. The.se 
teams are staffed with subject-matter experts on industrial control system.s and cyber forensics analysis, and 
they are available to critical infrastructure stakeholders to help them deal with the effects of a cyber incident and 
mitigate potential cascading effects on other sector members, other sectors, and the general public. 


Question: What can you say about the trend of attempts to breach the networks of our Nation's critical 
infrastructure? 
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ANSWER: 

The number of intrusions into CIKR networks reported to DHS continues to rise, whether from an increase in 
attempts, an incrca.se in reporting, improved ability to detect attempts, or a combination of these factors. 

1 lowevcr, the actual number of attempts to breach networks across the country is unknown because many of 
these breaches go unreporled. .As more private sector entities begin to report or request assi.stance from the 
Government, DUS is able to further assist in detection of incidents within other private sector networks, based 
on the information learned from earlier reports. 


Question: How is DHS overcoming the enormous challenge of applying the most effective technology, which 
is often classilied, to the security of civilian networks - networks that may be owned my multi-national 
corporations? 


ANSWER: 


Considering the significant challenges pttsed by sharing technology with private sector companies. DHS is 
focusing not only on maintaining technical exchanges and providing technical assistance to the private sector 
but also on sharing actionable cybersccurity data with private sector companies and seeking to sponsor and 
enhance analytical collaboration regarding the mitigation of threats identified in that data. The advantage oi' 
sharing actionable cybersecurily information, as opposed to technology, is that the legal and financial 
challenge.s with sharing technology are avoided, but companies are still presented with information they need to 
protect their own networks. DHS already has one such information sharing program in place with the Financial 
Services Information Sharing and Analysis Center and is working with additional partners to impiement similar 
information sharing programs in additional sectors. We do not collect or share personal identifying information 
or other sensitive information relating to individual computer users unless it is integral to a detected threat; and 
the information vve share with the private sector is focused on describing the characteristics ofthe threat, rather 
than providing the details describing the victims. 

It's also important to note that some ofthe most effective cybersecurily technologies are developed and 
produced by the private sector and available pubiically for purchase. .Although the i'ederal Government has an 
important role to play in sponsoring new research and development and transferring those technologies, where 
appropriate, we cannot lose sight ofthe fact that most ofthe technological solutions do not come from the 
Government. 


Buffer Zone Protection Program Grants 

Question; What is the relationship between NPl’D and 1- liMA for the Buffer Zone grants? 


ANSWER: 

The Office of Infrastructure Protection (IP) within NPPD partners with the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) Grant Programs Directorate (GPD) to jointly execute the ButTer Zone Protection Program 
(BZPP). NPPD/IP provides technical infrastructure protection expertise and works with State and local first 
re.sponders and private sector partners to develop and validate Buffer Zone Plans, which are used to justify grant 
purchases, and FEMA/GPD administers the grant funding. For each completed and approved Buffer Zone Plan, 
Dl IS provides grant funding to local law enforcement for the procurement of non-weaponized materials and 
equipment listed on the approved equipment list necessary for the implementation ofthe Buffer Zone Plan. I he 
consolidated effort also enables better leveraging of BZPP funds to be used in conjunction with other DHS 
grant programs, fhe FY 201 1 Continuing Resolution eliminates $50 million in funding for BZPP. 
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Question: How do you decide who receives funding? 


ANSWER: 

Each year, the Department works directly with sector. State, and territorial partners on participation in the 
National Critical Infrastructure Prioritization Program (NCIPP) data call to identify infrastructure whose 
disruption could cause nationally or regionally catastrophic effects. This critical infrastruclure is prioritized into 
two lists — l.evel 1 and Level 2 — and informs BZPP and other grant programs, as well as other infrastructure 
protection activities. leveraging the NCIPP Level 1 and Level 2 lists, information on current terrorist threats, 
and information collected through State and Federal SSAs, NPPD.dP a.ssesses the relative risk to specific critical 
infrastructure sites or sectors. NPPD/IP focuses the allocation of BZPP resources to those jurisdictions 
responsible for the highest-risk sites. The final lists of BZPP sites arc approved by the .Assistant Secretary for 
IP. 

Additionally. BZPP provides grant funding for State and local first responders involved in the seven Regional 
Resiliency Assessment Programs (RRAPs). which are assessments that evaluate critical infra.structure on a 
regional level to e.xamine vulnerabilities, threats, and potential consequences from an all-hazards perspective to 
identify dependencies, interdependencies, cascading effects, resiliency characteristics, and gaps. RRAPs are 
selected based on an overlay of data from submissions from Federal and State partners and the critical 
infrastructure clusters identified through the NCIPP. The clusters of critical infrastructures are prioritized 
according to risk, and the final selections are based on risk, threats to specific .sectors, and a number of other 
guiding assumptions. For example, due to significant manpower requirements from State and local partners. 
States with known National Special Security Events were excluded from consideration for an RRAP. 


Question: Since 2005. Congress has appropriated over $.>30 million for the program, can you tell us how much 
risk we have bought down with this investment? 


ANSWER: 


fhe ,$330 million in BZPP grants has enhanced the ability of State and local agencies to protect against and 
mitigate risks to critical infrastructure assets by funding critical equipment acquisition and planning needs. This 
simultaneously improves the general protective capacity and preparedness of communities surrounding critical 
infrastructure facilities. In addition to the funding of equipment purchases and planning efforts, BZPP further 
increases first responder capabilities and preparedness by bringing together private sector personnel and first 
responders in a collaborative security planning process to develop Buffer Z,one Plans that enhance security in the 
area outside a facility that can be used by a terrorist to conduct surveillance or launch an attack. Since BZPP funding 
does not directly go to the critical infrastructure owner or operator, the funding is used to close first responder 
capability gaps that are identified through the BZ.PP assessment. Capability gaps addressed include interoperable 
communications equipment (e.g.. radios); chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, and high-yield explosives 
incident response vehicles (e.g,. command centers, all-terrain vehicles, watercraft); physical security enhancement 
equipment (e.g.. closed-circuit television camera systems, barriers, lighting); and terrorism incident prevention 
equipment (e.g.. surveillance equipment, computers hardware, and software). 

Sites targeted by BZPP also receive DHS voluntary security assessments and followup to identify and track 
improvements made to mitigate risks. Buffer Zone Plans are often developed in connection with Enhanced 
Critical Infrastructure Protection (EC'IP) security surveys to assess the overall security posture at critical 
infrastructure facilities and provide protective measure options for consideration by facility owners.'operators. 
EClP security surveys provide critical NPPD metrics to help gauge risk-reduction efforts. In 2010, EC'IP 
metrics indicated that 53 percent of the critical infrastructure facilities a.s.sessed have improved physical 
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security, security forces, security management, information sharing, and dependencies within 1 80 days. 
Additionally, the RRAF. an element of BZPP, has yielded additional significant security improvements and risk 
mitigation activities throughout State, local, tribal, and territorial governments at all levels. Security 
improvements and risk mitigation activities funded through BZPP as part of the RRAP include development of 
catastrophic planning tools and plans, multimedia data collection tools, and software to collect critical 
infrastructure data used by local law enforcement to assist with prevention and response planning activities for 
Mumbai-type attacks against critical infrastructure; working groups to develop actions to close identified gaps: 
and the development of table-top exercises that enable State, local, tribal, and territorial governments and the 
private sector to collaborativeiy identify security vulnerabilities and resiliency gaps. Without these exercises 
and planning activities, the Nation's most critical infrastructure could be more vulnerable to catastrophic 
incidents. 


Role and Responsibility For Critical Infrastructure 

Question: NPPD is responsible for the assessment of vulnerabilities and consequences and the prioritization of 
assets and systems. How does the Department rank risk for our critical infrastructure and how is the ranking 
utilized? 


ANSWER: 

The Department produces a National Risk Profile (NRP) for Critical Infrastructure to describe the risk 
iand.scape affecting critical infrastructure and prioritizes threats and hazards against all critical infrastructure 
sectors. Led by NPPD/IP. the NRP is a collaborative product using data and expertise from the Intelligence 
Community, sector specific agencies, other departments and agencies, and key private sector partners. The 
NRP informs the development of national-level critical infrastructure risk management planning as well as 
sector-specific plans and acliviiies through means such as the Critical Infrastructure Risk Management 
Enhancement Initiative. 

In addition, the Department maintains a standing list of the Nation's most critical infrastructure (Level 1 and 
Level 2) and updates it annually. Through NCJPP. the Department determines which infrastructure meet 
established consequence-based criteria for inclusion on the Level 1 and Level 2 lists. NCIPP works with all 
critical infrastructure sectors and the homeland security advisors ofevery Stale and territory to ensure that the 
right infrastructure is considered and analyzed. The completed lists are used to prioritize where NPPD/IP 
focuses its vulnerability assessments, outreach efforts, and targeted grams (BZPP grants). The NCIPP lists are 
also u.sed as one input in the risk algorithm used by LEMA to determine eligibility and allocations under the 
Homeland Security Grant Program (the Urban .Areas Security Initiative and the State Homeland Security Grant 
Program). 

During heightened threat situations and after incidents that have or could impact critical infrastructure. NPPD/IP 
produces incident-specific Infrasimcture of Concern lists based upon the unique threat or hazard and its potential 
impact. Ihese lists, which may include Level ) and Level 2 assets, are used to prioritize protective actions, or 
rc.sponse and recovery activities, and are shared with relevant State, local, tribal, and territorial entities and private 
sector partners. 


Question: Your budget includes $48 million for coordination and information sharing with your government 
and private sector partners. Since you have only limited regulatory^ authority, how does DHS use these funds to 
work with private industry to ensure our critical infrastructure is protected? I notice that the request is actually 
a decrease from FY 1 0 of S 1 0 million, so are you interacting less with you partners? What is the impact of this 
reduction? 
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ANSWER: 

Of the $48.35 million. $19.53 million supports the partnership information sharing activities that arc the 
foundation of coordination, communication, and collaboration between Government and the private sector, 
fhese mechanisms include public-private partnership forums among alt levels of government and the private 
sector and a uniiled information sharing environment (required by the Intelligence Reform and Terrorist 
Prevention Act of 2002) specifically tailored to the unique requirements of public-private information sharing. 

This e.xchange of information informs risk management activities, facilitates the development of protection and 
coordinated resilience tools, and informs decisions and actions of critical infrastructure owners and operators, 
information sharing efforts are being implemented across all 18 critical infrastructure sectors and enable private 
sector partners to focus their resources on implementing priority programs. 

Within the information sharing environment, alerts, warnings, and recommendations regarding risk and 
protective measures are disseminated, and suspicious activity reporting also is collected. This environment also 
supports mutual situational awareness and information flow at the sector level during an incident to enhance 
response and recovery of the critical infrastnictures at the local levels of government. 

! he NIPP Management Project ($10.83 million) provides essential support to the public-private protection and 
resilience sector efforts. Included in these clTorts is the Critical Infrastructure Ri.sk Management Ir.nhancemenl 
Initiative (CIRMEI). which is designed to facilitate and improve the efforts of our public- and private sector partners 
to work together to enhance critical infrastructure protection and resilience. CIRMEI. which was initiated in October 
2010. is an effort to ensure that the risk environment directly informs programmatic and budgetary planning. The 
three major documents involved in CiR.MEI are the Nation^ Risk Profile, the National Critical infraslrucHirc and 
Key Resources Protection Annual Report (National Annual Report), and the Critical infrastructure Risk Management 
Plan (CIRMP). The National Annua! Report will identify oppimunitics for improvement to allow public and private 
partners to focus their resource allocations, and the CIRMP vvil! include specific milestones and objectives for 
programs and activities that are targeted at those improvement opportunities and gaps. Future versions of the 
National Annual Report will be able to track progress against those milestones and objectives. 

i'he remainder of the $48.35 million budget (Si 7.99 million) is allocated to the Management. Planning, and 
Administration (MPA) project. 

The $10 million decrease you noted from the I-Y 2010 request is actually a net reduction across several projects: 

• A decrease of $6 million reflects the elimination of Critical Infrastructure and Key Resources 
Partnership and Information Sharing lYojccl funding for the Critical infrastructure Warning Information 
Network (CWIN). a contingency system of dedicated circuits to support communication with key 
stakeholders to restore the Internet and the public switch telephone network if they are disrupted or 
unavailable. A decrease of $4 million rellecis limits to the enhancement and expansion of the Critical 
Infrastructure and Key Resources Information Sharing Environment (CIKR ISE). Sector portal 
management and operations will be sustained: deployment of the CTKR ISE on the Homeland Security 
Information Network - Critical Sectors (HSIN-CS) will be limited to 15 of 72 slate and major area 
fusion centers and their local/regional critical infrastructure partners. 

• A decrease of $4 million reflects a reduction in funding for NIPP Management activities in education, 
training, outreach, and direct support for sector specific agencies for planning, reporting, and progress 
measurement. 

• An increase of $4 million in the MPA project budget from FY 2010 to FY 2012 reflects increases in rent 
to the GSA and related facilities support and maintenance costs associated with the hiring of new 
Federal employees and the e.xpansion into additional facilities. 
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Question: The National Infrastructure Protection Plan provides the overarching structure for the integration of 
efforts to protect our critical infrastructure and key resources. How do you ensure that the NIPP is implemented 
but also responsive to the changing risk environment? 

ANSWER: 

The NRP is prepared annually to help ensure that all partners are aware of current and emerging risks. This 
foundation document is complemented by threat briefings and other products that communicate new 
information as risks change. The NIPP is revised and re-issued ever>' 3 years, with the last version being issued 
in 2009, This periodic refreshing of the document and its supporting 18 sector specific plans permits the 
incorporation of new risk information, ensures responsiveness to new threats and concerns, and makes sure that 
they rellect changes in the protection and resilience posture that infrastructure partners have undertaken. 

Another way in which NPPD/IP ensures that the NIPP is responsive to the changing risk environment is through 
CIRMEI, which is designed to facilitate and improve the efforts of our public and private sector paitners to 
work together in enhancing critical infrastructure protection and resilience. CIRMEI. which was initiated in 
October 2010, is a response to the need to better understand the impact that the NIPP partnership has had on 
critical infrastructure protection, resilience, and risk mitigation across the country'. The core components of the 
initiative — the NIPP. the NRP, the National Critical Infrastructure and Key Resources Protection Annua! 

Report, and the CIRMP — are interrelated documents that collectively address long-term strategic direction (the 
NIPP). specific actions to reduce risk (the CIRMP). current status of risk reduction and risk management (the 
National Critical Infrastructure and Key Resources Protection .Annual Report), and the risk environment (the 
NRP). All are es.sential to the protection and resilience of the Nation's critical infrastructure and are constructed 
and implemented by the partnership cstabli.shed under the NIPP. NPPD/IP reviews the content, purpose, and 
timing of each document. Through CIRMEI, NPPD/IP is streamlining and improving the coordination of the 
documents, and ensuring that they are closely linked to the budget planning processes. 

NPPD expects to realize the full benefit of CIRMEI over the next 2 to 3 years. 


Protective SccuriW Advisors 


Question: Please provide for the record a list of all 1)11$ Protective Security Advisors (PSAs), by location, as 
of September 30, 2010. Include a description of the jurisdiction each PSA covers and note in which locations 
the PSA position is vacant. Are there any PSA locations planned for elimination in 201 1 or 2012? 


ANSWER: 


The following list presents the locations of the DHS Protective Security Advisors (PSAs), along with the 
current number of PSAs at each location. PSA districts are defined by population density and relative risk to 
concentrations of the Nation's most critical infrastructure. 

Please note that in September 2010 (the timeframe specifically requested in the question), there were vacant 
positions in Milwaukee. Wisconsin: Orlando. Florida; and Houston. Texas. All of these positions have since 
been filled, and no PSA locations have been planned for elimination in 201 1 or 2012. Please also note that 
although individual PSAs interact regularly with Stale and local representatives and the general public, the 
complete Ii.st of PSA names and areas of responsibility is not customarily made available to the general public. 


Alaska (i) 
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Alabama (2) 


Arkansas (1) 

Arizona (1) 

California (8) 

Colorado (1) 

Connecticut ( 1 ) 

Washington, DC (2) 

Headquarters (3) 

Delaware ( 1 ) 

Florida (4) 

Georgia (2) 

Hawaii (1) 

Iowa (1) 

Idaho (1) 

Illinois (3) 

Indiana (1) 

Kansas (1) 

Kentucky (1) 

Louisiana (2) 

Massachusetts ( I ) 

Maryland (1) 

Maine (1) 

Michigan (2) 

Minnesota (1) 

Missouri (2) 

Mississippi (1) 

Montana (1) 

North Carolina ( I ) 

North Dakota ( 1 ) 

Nebraska ( 1 ) 

New Hampshire (I) 

New Jersey (1) 

New Mexico (1) 

Nevada ( 1 ) 

New York (5) 

Ohio (2) 

Oklahoma (1) 

Oregon (I) 

Pennsylvania (4) 
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Puerto Rico (1) 

Rhode Island (1) 

South Carolina (I) 

South Dakota (1) 

Tennessee (2) 

Texas (6) 

Utah (2) 

Virginia (2) 

Vermont (1) 

Washington (1) 

Wisconsin (2) 

WestViiginia(l) 

Wyoming (1) 


Contracts 


Question: Please provide for the record the number of noncompetitive contracts NPPD has entered into in FY 
2010, what is anticipated in 201 1 and 2012. Include for each contract an explanation as to why a 
noncompetitive contract was chosen. As part of this response, please clearly delineate other transactional 
agreements and those purchases made from the GSA approved listings. 

ANSWER: 

In FY 2010, the DHS Office of Procurement Operations (OPO) awarded 167 new, noncompetitive contracts on 
behalf of NPPD in FY 2010. Of these, none was an Other Transaction type, and one was a GSA-^roved 
listing. 

Of the 167 contracts: 

• 124 were awarded because only one source was deemed capable of providing the supply or service, and 
no other type of supply or service could satisfy agency requirements, in accordance with Federal 
Acquisition Regulations (FAR) 6.302-1 

• 22 were authorized or required by statute in accordance with FAR 6.302-5 

• 1 1 were awarded via the “simplified acquisition procedures noncompetitive” methodology 

• 9 were coded as Urgency in the Federal Procurement Data System (FPDS-NG) 

• 1 was awarded at or below the micro-purchase threshold 

In FY 201 1, OPO awarded 29 new, noncompetitive contracts on behalf of NPPD. Of these, none was an Other 
Transaction type or a GSA-approved listing. 

Of the 29 contracts; 

• 7 were awarded because only one source was deemed capable of providing the supply or service, and no 
other type of supply or service could satisfy agency requirements, in accordance with FAR 6.302-1 

• 19 were authorized or required by statute in accordance with FAR 6.302-5 
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• 2 were awarded via the "simplified acquisition procedures noncompetitive" melhodology 

• 1 w'as coded as Urgency in the FPDS-NG 

To date. DHS has not gathered forecast information for new noncompetitive contracts anticipated in FY 2012, 
The OPO Contracting Officer, upon receipt of the procurement documentation, may determine that a contract 
originally anticipated to be a sole source may or should be aw'arded competitively under the GSA schedules. 
Additionally, noncompetitive actions over $500,000 must be approved by the OPO Competition Advocate: 
actions over $10 million must be approved by the OPO Director/Hcad of Contracting Activity: and actions over 
$50 million must be approved by the DHS Chief Procurement Officer. 


Question: In total, what volume of NPPD contract awards are made competitively? Please answer in dollar 
amount and percentage. 

ANSWER: 

For FY 2010, competitive dollars awarded on behalfof NPPD totaled $1,217,947,472.09. equating to a 
competition rate of 94. .12 percent. In FY 201 1 to dale, we have awarded $768,217,863.36 competitively, 
equaling to a competition rate ol'97.72 percent. 


Question: Submit, through the most recent month available, a list of all Sole Source Contracts entered into by 
NPPD. Organize by contractor, purpose, appropriation account, dollar award, full pcrlbrmance value, contract 
start dale, contract end date, and reason for sole-source. 

ANSWER: 

Please see the following table, which lists all Sole Source Contracts entered into by NPPD: 




ACCEL CORPORATION 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
SUPPORT SERVICES 

70 0542 

$693,152 00 

$693,152.00 

7/28/2010 

7/30/2011 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

ACCESS INTELLIGENCE 
LLC 

ISCD CHEMICAL 
ECONOMICS HANDBOOK 
SUBSCRIPTION 

70 0565 

$20,300 00 

$20,300.00 

4/15/2010 

4/8/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

ADT SECURITY 
SERVICES, INC, 

CAMERA CLEANING AT 
THE DES MOINES 
COURTHOUSE 

70 0542 

$9,333.25 

$9 333.25 

9/14/2010 

12/31/2010 

URGENCY 

ADT SECURITY 
SERVICES, INC, 

CAMERA INSTALU^TION 

70 0542 

$4,436 52 

$4,436.52 

9/14/2010 

10/14/2010 

URGENCY 

ADT SECURITY 
SERVICES, INC, 

CCTV PROJECT 

70 0542 

$20,056.96 

$20,056 96 

9/20/2010 

11/15/2010 

URGENCY 

ADT SECURITY 
SERVICES, INC 

CCTV SYSTEM UPGRADE 

70 0542 

$28,536.50 

$28,536 50 

9/20/2010 

11/15/2010 

URGENCY 

ADT SECURITY 
SERVICES. INC. 

CCTV PROJECT 

70 0542 

$49,146.60 

$49,146.60 

9/20/2010 

12/20/2010 

URGENCY 

ADT SECURITY 
SERVICES, INC. 

CCTV PROJECT 

70 0542 

$49,238.52 

$49,238 52 

9/20/2010 

12/20/2010 

URGENCY 

ADT SECURITY 
SERVICES, INC 

CCTV PROJECT FOR FPS 
REGION 4 

70 0542 

$104,239.66 

$104,239.66 

9/20/2010 

1/20/2011 

URGENCY 

ADT SECURITY 
SERVICES, INC 

CCTV PROJECT FOR FPS 
REGION 4 

70 0542 

, 

$118,804 29 

$116,804,29 

9/20/2010 

1/20/2011 

URGENCY 



203 




-BS- 


.FVN 

Stwt 


ADT SECURITY 
SERVICES, INC. 

REPLACEMENT OF FOUR 
(4) CCTV CAMERAS 

70 0542 

S85.444.16 

$85,444,16 

9/21/2010 

10/21/2010 

URGENCY 

ADT SECURITY 
SERVICES, INC. 

CCTV CAMERA CLEANING 
AND INSPECTION 

70 0542 

$4,117.00 

$4,117.00 

3/3/2011 

4/30/201 1 

URGENCY 

ALAMAR CORPORATION 

SABER JACKETS 

70 0542 

$8,783.26 

$8,783.26 

9/29/2010 

9/30/2010 

SIMPLIFIED 

ACQUISITION 

PROCEDURE 

NON- 

COMPETITION 

ALUTilQ MELE LIMITED 
LIABILITY COMPANY 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

S47.862.36 

$47,862.36 

2/23/2010 

2/23/2010 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

AMERICAN BANK NOTE 
HOLOGRAPHICS, INC. 

BADGES AND INSIGNIA 

70 0542 

$2,500 00 

$2,500 00 

9/9/2010 

12/31/2010 

SIMPLIFIED 

ACQUISITION 

PROCEDURE 

NON- 

COMPETITION 

ARCHANGEL GROUP, 
LTD. 

CASE STUDY OF BESLAN 
SCHOOL SIEGE FOR FPS 
REGION 1 OFFICE 

70 0542 

$5,400 00 

$5,400.00 

1/27/2010 

5/19/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

AT&T CORP. 

TELECOMMUNICATION 
NETWORK MANAGEMENT 
SERVICES 

70 0565 

$24,000.00 

$24,<X>0.00 

5/13/2010 

5/31/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

AVON DRIVE-IN 
LAUNDRY AND DRY 
CLEANING COMPANY 

LAUNDRY AND 
DRYCLEANING SERVICES 

70 0542 

$2,400 00 

$2,400.00 

11/24/2009 

9/30/2010 

SIMPLIFIED 

ACQUISITION 

PROCEDURE 

NON- 

COMPETITION 

CALHOUN COUNTRY 
LODGE #121 

FIREARM RANGE 
MEMBERSHIP 

70 0542 

$800.00 

S800.00 

12/4/2009 

9/30/2010 

SIMPLIFIED 

ACQUISITION 

PROCEDURE 

NON- 

COMPETITION 

CALHOUN COUNTRY 
LODGE #121 

FIREARM RANGE 
MEMBERSHIP 

70 0542 

$804.00 

$804.00 

9/28/2010 

9/30/2011 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

CAP INDEX, INC, 

PURCHASE OF 
CRIMECAST REPORTS 

70 0542 

$12,500.00 

$12,500.00 

7/8/2010 

7/8/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

CENTER FOR LEADING 
ORGANIZATIONS, INC, 

TRAINING AND 
CURRICULUM 
DEVELOPMENT 

70 0565 

$6,098.41 

$6,098.41 

2/3/2011 

2/8/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

CENTRAL 
MANAGEMENT 
SERVICES, ILLINOIS 
DEPARTMENT OF 

DATA COLLECTION 
SERVICES 

70 0542 

$5,269.80 

$5,269.80 

5/5/2010 

9/30/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

CENTRAL 
MANAGEMENT 
SERVICES, ILLINOIS 
DEPARTMENT OF 

DATA COLLECTION 
SERVICES 

70 0542 

$14,69340 

$14,693.40 

7/8/2010 

9/30/2009 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA 

TELECOMMUNICATION 
NETWORK MANAGEMENT 
SERVICES 

70 0565 

$5-200.00 

$5,200.00 

1/8/2010 

5/6/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

COMCAST CABLE 
COMMUNICATIONS. LLC 

CABLE TV SERVICE 

70 0542 

S2-790.00 

$2,790.00 

12/29/2009 

9/30/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

COMCAST CABLE 
COMMUNICATIONS. LLC 

COMMUNICATIONS 

SERVICES 

70 0542 

$2,676.60 

$8,029.80 

9/22/2010 

9/30/2013 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

COMCAST CABLE 
COMMUNICATIONS, LLC 

COMMUNICATIONS 

SERVICES 

70 0542 

$3,527.40 

$10,582.20 

9/22/2010 

9/30/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 
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COMCAST CABLE 
COMMUNICATIONS, LLC 

CABLE TV SERVICE 

70 0542 

SO CK) - Subject 
to Availability of 
Funding 

$4,200.00 

9/29/2010 

9/30/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

COMCAST OF VIRGINIA, 
INC. 

TELECOMMUNICATION 
NETWORK MANAGEMENT 
SERVICES 

70 0565 

$4,002.40 

$4,002.40 

9/29/2010 

9/29/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

COMCAST OF VIRGINIA, 
INC. 

TELECOMMUNICATION 
NETWORK MANAGEMENT 
SERVICES 

70 0565 

$4,359.40 

$4,359.40 

9/29/2010 

9/29/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

COMMUNICATION 
CONTRACTORS INC 

DELIVER AND INSTALL AN 
UPGRADE TO AN 
EXISTING CCTV SYSTEM 

70 0542 

$17,252-00 

$17,252.00 

5/21/2010 

6/11/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DAY MANAGEMENT 
CORP, 

MAINT-REP OF 
COMMUNICATION EQ 

70 0542 

$3,800.00 

$3,800 00 

9/8/2010 

10/8/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$5,773.56 

$5,773.56 

2/1/2010 

1/31/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$19,985.40 

$19,985.40 

2/1/2010 

1/31/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$25,877 39 

$25,877.39 

2/1/2010 

1/31/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$4,398,934.58 

$4,398,934.58 

2/1/2010 

1/31/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$51,702.97 

$51,702-97 

5/11/2010 

1/31/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$3,330.90 

$3,330.90 

5/17/2010 

1/31/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$101,222 35 

$101,222.35 

6/2/2010 

1/31/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$97,154.41 

$97,154.41 

8/31/2010 

3/31/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

S4.919.67 

$4,919.67 

9/1/2010 

6/30/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$47,326.77 

$47,326,77 

9/9/2010 

6/30/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$458,781 31 

$458,781,31 

9/10/2010 

6/30/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$120,200,18 

$120,200,18 

9/10/2010 

6/30/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$19,678.68 

$19,678.68 

9/13/2010 

6/30/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$37,500.48 

$37,500.48 

9/13/2010 

6/30/2014 

ONLY ONE : 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$3,543,950.23 

$11,673,974.23 

9/22/2010 

1/31/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$15,336.00 

$57,896.00 

9/23/2010 

1/31/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$36,914,88 

$36,914.88 

9/24/2010 

3/31/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$108,109.05 

$108,109.05 

9/24/2010 

3/31/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$48,974.91 

$48,974.91 

9/24/2010 

3/31/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$888.24 

$880.24 

9/27/2010 

1/31/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 
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DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$44,691.78 

$219,400.58 

9/28/2010 

1/31/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$137,130.84 

$280,387.80 

9/29/2010 

1/31/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

SO.CK) - Subject 
to Availabiiity of 
Funding 

$170,784.77 

10/14/2010 

1/31/2015 

1/31/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$0.00 - Subject 
to Availability of 
Funding 

$375,647.36 

10/14/2010 

DECO, INC. 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$75,737.20 

$75,737 20 

3/16/2011 

8/31/2014 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

DTM CORPORATION 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$30,049 40 

$30,049,40 

9/3/2010 

11/30/2010 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

DTM CORPORATION 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$158,510.59 

$158,510 59 

11/29/2010 

9/30/2011 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

DUCAP ELECTRONICS, 
INC. 

COMMUNICATIONS 

SERVICES 

70 0542 

$2,600.00 

$2,600,00 

4/29/2010 

4/30/2010 

SIMPLIFIED 

ACQUISITION 

PROCEDURE 

NON- 

COMPETITION 

EATON CORPORATION 

ANNUAL SERVICE 
AGREEMENT FOR THE 
UPS SYSTEM AT FORT 
SNELLING 

70 0542 

S3.494,CK) 

$3,494,00 

2/24/2010 

9/30/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
SYSTEMS RESEARCH 

GEOSPATIAL 
PRODUCTION AND 
SUPPORT SERVICES 

70 0565 

S2. 178.740.46 

$2,178,740.46 

4/20/2010 

4/23/201 1 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

FEDERAL PRISON 
INDUSTRIES INC 

OFFICE FURNITURE 

70 0566 

S4.253.00 

$4,253 00 

6/21/2010 

9/17/2010 

AUTHORIZED 

BY STATUTE 

FEDERAL PRISON 
INDUSTRIES INC 

OFFICE FURNITURE 

70 0566 

$50,215 22 

$50,215,22 

6/30/2010 

12/30/2010 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

FEDERAL PRISON 
INDUSTRIES INC 

OFFICE FURNITURE 

70 0566 

S7.742.00 

$7,742.00 

7/8/2010 

1/8/2011 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

FEDERAL PRISON 
INDUSTRIES INC 

OFFICE FURNITURE 

70 0566 

$1,129,757,90 

$1,129,757.90 

7/16/2010 

2/28/2011 

AUTHORIZED 

BY STATUTE 

FEDERAL PRISON 
INDUSTRIES INC 

OFFICE FURNITURE 

70 0521 

SI. 549.275. 81 

$1,549,275.81 

7/19/2010 

9/30/2010 

AUTHORIZED 

BY STATUTE 

FEDERAL PRISON 
INDUSTRIES INC 

OFFICE FURNITURE 

70 0566 

S135.044.01 

3135,044.01 

9/7/2010 

2/29/2012 

AUTHORIZED 

BY STATUTE 

FEDERAL PRISON 
INDUSTRIES INC 

BADGES AND INSIGNIA 

70 0542 

$5,328 00 

35,328 00 

9/20/2010 

10/19/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

FEDERAL 
TECHNOLOGY 
SOLUTIONS, INC. 

INSTALL OF ALARMS 
SIGNAL SYSTEM 

70 0542 

$189,000.00 

$189,000.00 

9/15/2010 

11/1/2010 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

FROSTS SULLIVAN 

U.S. STATE AND LOCAL 
EMERGENCT RESPONSE 
C3 OVERVIEW 

70 0565 

310,000.00 

$10,000.00 

1/3/2011 

1/3/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

GAVIN DE BECKER & 
ASSOCIATES 

TRAINING AIDS FOR 
ADVANCED THREAT 
ASSESSMENTS 
MANAGEMENT 

70 0542 

54,190,00 

34,190 00 

3/30/2010 

9/30/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 
GREATER SOUTHWEST 
FINANCE CENTER (7BC) 

PROVIDE OVERTIME 
UTILITIES FOR DISASTER 
AND NON DISASTER 
SUPPORT 

70 0542 

$20.537 00 

$20,537.00 

7/20/201 0 

8/19/2010 

AUTHORIZED i 
BY STATUTE i 
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GEORGE MASON 
UNIVERSITY 

DEVELOPMENT OF 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
PROTECTION HIGHER 
EDUCATION AND 
PROFESSIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAMS 

COTR; BARBERA 
YAGERMAN 

ACOTR; JEFFREY 
GRUNNER 

700565 

$533,876.40 

$839,240.43 

5/18/2010 

5/30/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

GRABAR VOICE AND 
DATA, INC. 

EQUIPMENT TEST 
SERVICES 

70 0542 

$18,950.00 

$18,950.00 

3/22/2010 

5/22/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

H B 1 OFFICE 
INTERIORS. LLC 

OFFICE FURNITURE 

70 0542 

$172,390.80 

$172,390.80 

5/10/2010 

6/4/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

H B L MEDIA LTD 

PUBLIC RELATIONS 
SERVICES 

700565 

$19,500.00 

$19,500.00 

9/13/2010 

10/15/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

H.D.W.. LTD. 

THE PURCHASE Fl\^ 
POLICE MOTORCYCLES 

700542 

$50,000.00 

$50,000.00 

2/28/2011 

4/1/20-11 

SIMPLIFIED 

ACQUISITION 

PROCEDURE 

NON- 

COMPETITION 

HiGHERGROUND, INC. 

SOUND RECORDING & 
REPRODUCING 
EQUIPMENT 

70 0542 

$11,076.00 

$34,422.00 

3/29/2011 

4/30/2014 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

HIGHLANDS RANCH 
LAW ENFORCEMENT 
TRAINING 
FOUNDATION, THE 

FIREARM RANGE 
MEMBERSHIP 

70 0542 

$9,450.00 

$9,450.00 

9/30/2010 

9/30/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

HOST HOTELS* 
RESORTS, L.P. 

MEETING SPACE AND 
EQUIPMENT FEES, 
REGION 8 

70 0542 

$4,233.81 

$4,233.81 

12/10/2009 

11/6/2009 

SIMR.tFIED 

ACQUISITION 

PROCEDURE 

NON- 

COMPETITION 

INBUSINESS, 

INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$6,298.00 

$6,296.00 

3/4/2011 

4/8/2011 

SIMPLIFIED 

ACQUISITION 

PROCEDURE 

NON- 

COMPETmON 

INTEGRATED SYSTEMS 

US-VISIT PROGRAM 
SUPPORT LEV^LIV&V 

70 0521 

$474,974.34 

$999,654.60 

9/28/2010 

9/29/2011 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

iRONCOMPANY.COM. 

INC 

ATHLETIC AND SPORTING 
EQUIPMENT 

70 0542 

$2,499.00 

$2,499.00 

8/24/2010 

9/30/2010 

MICRO 

PURCHASE 

THRESHOLD 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$15,750.00 

$15,750.00 

3/2/2010 

4/30/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$41,160.00 

$41,160.00 

3/4/2010 

4/30/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$41,160.00 

$41,160.00 

3/4/2010 

4/30/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$45,580.00 

$45,580.00 

3/4/2010 

7/31/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DI/«^C»>ID GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$3,233.60 

$3,233.60 

3/5/2010 

7/31/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DlAM(»iD GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$2,924.00 

$2,924.00 

6/4/2010 

7/31/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$38,160.00 

$36,160.00 

5/25/2010 

11/30/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 
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J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATCD THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70C^2 

$27, {^.00 

$27,083,00 

5/27/2010 

11/30/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DWUWOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

700542 

$73,677.43 

$73,677.43 

6/4/2010 

9/30/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIMIOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$TO.160.00 

$20,160.00 

6/29/2010 

9/30/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$3,150.00 

$3,150.00 

7/1/2010 

7/17/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$43,400.00 

$43,400.00 

7/2/2010 

9/30/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERNACES 

70 0542 

$3,360.00 

$3,360.00 

7/30/2010 

7^0/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$1,260.00 

$1,260.00 

8/10/2010 

8/15/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED TTIE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$25,140.80 

$25,140.80 

9/1/2010 

11/30/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$5,040.00 

$5,040.00 

9/2/2010 

9/8/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

TO 0542 

$13,160.00 

$13,160.00 

9/8/2010 

9/30/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SER\ACES 

70 0542 

$18,480.00 

$18,480.00 

9/8/2010 

9/30/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$1,984.80 

$1,984.80 

9/10/2010 

11/30/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$25,131.64 

$25,131.54 

9/10/2010 

5/9/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$7,231.00 

$7,231.00 

9/15/2010 

9/24/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$560-00 

$560.00 

9/20/2010 

6/26/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$32,400.00 

$71,960.00 

9/21/2010 

7/31/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$210.00 

$210.00 

9/21/2010 

11/30/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$420.00 

$420.00 

9/21/2010 

11/30/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J OIAMCMD GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$5,440,446.00 

$11,639,850.63 

9/22/2010 

7/31/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$91,270.80 

$216,687.96 

9/28/2010 

7/31/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$13,440.00 

$13,440.00 

9/29/2010 

11/30/2014 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J. DI>WIOND GROUP. 
INC. THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$3,593,353.02 

$3,593,353.02 

2/2/2010 

9/30/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J. Di^yWOND GROUP, 
INC., THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$10,000.20 

$10,000-20 

2/18/2010 

2/28/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J. DIAMOND GROUP. 
INC, THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$12,607.65 

$12,607.85 

3/2/2010 

4/10/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J. DIAMOND GROUP, 
INC., THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$12,607.65 

$12,607.65 

3/4/2010 

4/30/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J, DIAMOND GROUP, 
INC, THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$15,689.52 

$15,689.52 

5/24/2010 

8/31/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 
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J. DIAMOND GROUP, 
INC., THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

700542 

$2,801.70 

$2,801,70 

6/28/2010 

2/28/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J.DIWtflOND GROUP. 
INC., THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

700542 

$17,930.88 

$17,930,88 

6/29/2010 

9/30/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J, DIAMOND GROUP, 
INC., THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$66,960.00 

$66,960.00 

7/2/2010 

6/16/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J, DIAMOND GROUP, 
INC., THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$8,928.00 

$8,928.00 

8^23/2010 

2/28/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J. DIAMOND GROUP. 
INC-, THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$3,472.00 

$3,472.00 

8/27/2010 

4/16/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J. DIAMOND GROUP. 
INC., THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$50,933.00 

$50,933.00 

8/27/2010 

2/28/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J. DIAMOND GROUP. 
INC., THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$563.21 

$563.21 

9/7/2010 

9/8/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J. DIAMOND GROUP, 
INC., THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$132,395.85 

$357,917.85 

9/27/2010 

2/28^015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J. DIAMOND GROUP. 
INC., THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$373.56 

$373,56 

9/28/2010 

2/28/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

J, DiAIWKDND GROUP, 
INC., THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$3,069.00 

$3,069.00 

9/29/2010 

2/28/2015 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

JUDICIARY COURTS OF 
THE STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 

KING COUNTY RADIO 
COMMUNICATION 
SERVICE AND REPAIR 

70 0542 

$4,200.00 

$21,390,72 

9/15/2010 

9/30/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

KANSAS CITY, 
MISSOURI. CITY OT 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$4,000.00 

$4,000.00 

12/8/2010 

9/30/2011 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

KINGDOM SECURITY 
SERVICES. INC. 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$5,000.00 

$1,691,405.46 

6/1/2010 

12/31/2011 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

KINGDOM SECURITY 
SERVICES. INC, 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$28,983.08 

$28,983.08 

8/9/2010 

8/31/2015 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

KINGDOM SECURITY 
SERVICES. INC. 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$87,334.83 

$87,334.83 

9/8/2010 

12/31/2010 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

KINGDOM SECURITY 
SERVICES. INC. 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$2,639.63 

$2,639.63 

10/20/2010 

8/31/2015 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

KINGDOM SECURITY 
SERVICES, INC. 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$250,477,92 

$250,477.92 

12/20/2010 

9/30/2011 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

KINGDOM SECURITY 
SERN^CES, INC. 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$2,077.35 

$2,077,35 

1/14/2011 

9/30/2011 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

KNIGHT PROTECTIVE 
SERVICES INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$43,210.00 

$43,210.00 

10/1/2009 

1/31/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

L-3 COMMUNICATIONS 
CORPORATION 

REPAIR SERVICES FOR 
ALARM AND SIGNAL 
SYSTEM 

70 0542 

$277,300.00 

$277,300.00 

2/24/2010 

9/30/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

L-3 COMMUNICATIONS 
CORPORATION 

REPAIR SERVICES FOR 
ALARM AND SIGNAL 
SYSTEM 

70 0542 

$40,350.00 

$71,400.00 

9/29/2010 

9/30/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

LEADS ON LINE 

LEAD ON-LINE TOTAL 
TRACK SERVICE 
PACKAGE RENEWAL FOR 
BACKGROUND AND 
INVESTIGATORY DATA 
SERVICE 

70 0542 

$3,120.00 

$3,120.00 

i/molo 

2/25/2011 

SIMPLIFIED 

ACQUISITION 

PROCEDURE 

NON- 

CC»flPETmC»l 

MCI COMMUNICATIONS 
SERVICES INC 

TELECOMMUNICATION 
NETWORK MANAGEMENT 
SERVICES 

70 0565 

$16,000.00 

$16,000.00 

5/18/2010 

5/31/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 
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MOTOROLA. INC. 

RADIOS FOR SLC UTAH 

70 0542 

$4,%1.98 

$4,921.98 

5/17/2010 

6/16/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

MOTORCXA, INC. 

PARTS FOR RADIO IN 
FEDERAL WAY OFFICE 

70 0542 

$5,026.00 

$5,026.00 

7/13/2010 

9/13/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

MOTOROLA. INC. 

MOBILE RADIO ASSETS 

70 0542 

$16,150.66 

$16,150.66 

7/14/2010 

10/14/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

MOTOROLA, INC, 

RADIO ENCYRPTION 
UPGRADE 

70 0542 

$11,806.31 

$11,806.31 

2/15/2011 

3/9/2011 

ONLY C»JE 
SOURCE 

NANOTEL INC 

FPS NATIONAL WEAPONS 
DETECTION TRAINING 
PROGRAM (NWDTP) 

70 0542 

$878,9^.% 

$2,301,057.80 

2/16/2011 

2/15/2016 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF 
REGULATORY UTILITY 
COMMISSIONERS 

OTHER SPECIAL STUDIES 
AND ANALYSES 

70 0565 

$250,000.00 

$750,000.00 

8/26/2010 

9/28/2013 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

NATIONAL C^ER 
SECURITY ALLIANCE 

CYBERSECURITY 

AWARENESS 

70 0565 

$600,000.00 

$804,766.00 

2/25/2010 

10/23/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

NATIONAL LAW 
ENFORCEMENT 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
SYSTEMS INC 

COMMUNICATIONS 

SERVICES 

700542 

$55,200.00 

$303,600.00 

9/23/2010 

3/31/2016 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

NAWROCKi SYSTEMS 
INC 

INSTALL OF ALARM & 
SIGNAL SYSTEM 

70 0542 

$2,450.00 

$2,450.00 

1/27/2010 

2/27/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

NAWROCKI SYSTEMS 
INC 

INSTALL iMJD INTEGRATE 
THREE 19" LCD FLAT 
PANEL MONITORS AND 
ONE 

KEYBOARD/JOYSTICK 
CONTROLLER AND 
ASSOCIATED 
CONNECTORS AND 
CABLES 

70 0542 

$2,421.00 

$2,421,00 

7/30/2010 

8/13/2010 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

NETWORK CENTER 
COMMUNICATIONS, 
INC. 

TELEPHONE ANO-OR 
CO^WUNICATIONS SER 

70 0542 

$5,173.00 

$5,173.00 

6/18/2010 

9/18/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

NEW YORK UNIVERSITY 
(INC) 

EDUCATION SERVICES 

70 0542 

$3,545.00 

$3,545.00 

1/15/2010 

4/10/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

NUANCE 

CO^MllUNICATIONS, 

INC. 

COMMUNICATIONS 

SERVICES 

70 0542 

$21,702.84 

$68,418.24 

6/3/2010 

6/2/2013 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

OMNIFiCS, INC. 

INSTALL OF FURNITURE 

70 0542 

$1,664.25 

$1,664.25 

11/2/2009 

11/24/2009 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

PARAGON SYSTEMS. 
INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$57,458,52 

$57,458.52 

3/1/2010 

9/30/2013 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

PARAGON SYSTEMS, 
INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$133,780.14 

$133,780.14 

3/3/2010 

9/30/2013 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

PORTLAND, CITY OF 

COMMUNICATIONS 

SERVICES 

70 0542 

$7.495.«) 

$37,479.00 

6A23/2010 

6/30/2012 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

PROCUREVIS, INC. 

CONTRACT CLOSEOUT 
SUPPORT SERVICES 

70 0542 

$1,089,9»}.4O 

$3,436,163,28 

2/1/2011 

2/2/2014 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

QWEST GOVERNMENT 
SERVICES, INC 

TELECC»/IMUNICATiON 
NETWORK MANAGEMENT 
SERVICES 

70 0565 

$16,000.00 

$16,000.00 

5/18/2010 

5/31/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

R, J. BECK PROTECTIVE 
SYSTEMS, INC. 

DELIVER AND INSTALL AN 
INinUSION DETECTION 
SYSTEM. 

70 0542 

$24,900.00 

$24,900.00 

5/4/2010 

5^8/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 
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R. J, BECK PROTECTIVE 
SYSTEMS, INC, 

PROVIDE AND DELIVER 
DIAGNOSIS, mPMR AND 
RECONFIGURATION TO 
AN EXISTING CCTV 
SECURITY SYSTEM 

70 0542 

$3,644.00 

$3,644.00 

6/16/2010 

6/30/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

RAPISCAN SYSTEMS, 
INC, 

X-RAY REPAIR 

70 0542 

$5,150.00 

$5,150.00 

3/25/2011 

4/1/2011 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

RESEARCH TRIANGLE 
INSTITUTE 

RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENT 
FACILITIES 

70 0^ 

$3.500.0«).00 

$3,500,000.00 

9/27/2010 

9/29/2012 

ONLY (WE 
SOURCE 

ROOSEVELT CLEANERS 
INC 

LAUNDRY MiD 
DRYCLEANING SERVICES 

70 0542 

$2,900.00 

$2,900.00 

1/7/2010 

9/30^2010 

SIMPLIFIED 

ACQUISITION 

PROCEDURE 

NON- 

COMPETITION 

SECURITY 

CONSULTANTS GROUP 
INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$94,336.74 

$94,336.74 

5/26/2010 

8^0/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

SECURITY 

CONSULTANTS GROUP 
INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$19,263.42 

$19,263.42 

7/30/2010 

9/30^013 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

SECURITY 

CONSULTANTS GROUP 
INCORPORATED 

GUARD SER\ACES 

70 0542 

$89,023.34 

$89,023.34 

3/24/2011 

6/30/2011 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

SECURITY 

CONSULTANTS GROUP 
INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$7,564.90 

$7,564,90 

3/25/2011 

9/30/2011 

AUTHORI^D 
BY STATUTE 

SECURITY 

CONSULTANTS GROUP 
INCORPORATED 

GU^D SERVICES 

70 0542 

$83,986.24 

$83,9^.24 

3/25/2011 

6/30/2011 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

SECURITY 

CC»4SULTANTS GROUP 
INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$105,764.30 

$105,764.30 

3/25/2011 

3/31/2012 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

SECURITY 

CONSULTANTS GROUP 
INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$7,830,40 

$7,830,40 

3/30/2011 

3/31/2012 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

SECURITY 

CONSULTANTS GROUP 
INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$180,377.82 

$180,377.82 

3/30/2011 

3/31/2012 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

SECURITY 

CONSULTANTS GROUP 
INCORPC«ATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$401,439.36 

$401,439.36 

3/30/2011 

9/30/2011 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

SECURITY 

CONSULTANTS GROUP 
INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$481 .673.92 

$481,673.92 

3/30/2011 

3/31/2012 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

SECURITY 
INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS. INC, 

ALARM INTEGRATION 
MAINTENANCE SERVICES 
FOR THE MEGA CENTERS 

70 0542 

$389,500.00 

$389,500.00 

1/14/2010 

2/28/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

SECURITY 
INFORMATK^ 
SYSTEMS. INC. 

ALAIW INTEGRATION 
MAINTENANCE SERVICES 
FOR THE MEGA CENTERS 

70 0542 

$389,500.00 

$389,500.00 

2/11/2011 

2/29/2012 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

SINGLETON CLEANERS 
& DYERS INC 

LAUNDRY AND 
DRYCLEANING SERVICES 

70 0542 

$2,900.00 

$2,900.00 

1/21/2010 

9/30/2010 

SIMPLIFIED 

ACQUISITION 

PROCEDURE 

NON- 

COMPETtnON 
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SMITHS DETECTION 
INC. 

REPAIR HEINMANN X-RAY 
MACHINE 

70 0542 

$11,940.00 

$11,940.00 

10/26/2009 

11/5/2009 

SIM 

ACQ 

PKOCtUUKt 

NON- 

COMPETITION 

SMITHS DETECTION 
INC, 

X-RAY MACHINE 
MAINTENANE 

70 0542 

S25.162.00 

$25,152.00 

8/27/2010 

9/30/201 1 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

SMITHS DETECTION. 
INC 

INSTALL OF ALARM S 
SIGNAL SYSTEM 

70 0542 

$9,968.91 

$9,958.91 

1/27/2010 

2/9/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

SMITHS DETECTION, 
INC 

X-RAY MACHINE REPAIR, 
DURANGO, CO 

70 0542 

$8,655.77 

$8,655.77 

11/24/2010 

12/17/2010 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

SPRINT 

COMMUNICATIONS 
COMPANY L.P, 

TELECOMMUNICATION 
NETWORK MANAGEMENT 
SERVICES 

70 0^ 

$16,000 (X) 

$16,000 00 

5/14/2010 

5/31/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

STATE PATROL, 
WASHINGTON STATE 
DEPARTMENT OF THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$12,720.00 

$63,600,00 

9/9/2010 

9/30/201 1 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

TOFFLER ASSOCIATES, 
INC. 

FY 2011 MISSION 
SUPPORT SUMMIT 
FACILITATOR SUPPORT 

70 0542 

$30,522.52 

$30,522.52 

2/10/2011 

2/18/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

TOUCHCOM, INC, 

INSTALL OF ALARM & 
SIGNAL SYSTEM 

70 0542 

S1.684.38 

$1,684.38 

2/24/2010 

3/24/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

TRADE CENTER 
MANAGEMENT 
ASSOCIATES LLC 

ANNUAL FPS 
STAKEHOLDER SUMMIT 

70 0542 

$16,790,00 

$16,790.00 

5/4/2010 

6/21/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

VEND-TECH 
ENTERPRISE. LLC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

lOIQ 

$3,406,741,44 

8/26/2010 

8/31/2013 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

VEND-TECH 
ENTERPRISE, LLC 

GUARD SERVICES 

70 0542 

$885,315 78 

$885,315.78 

8/27/2010 

8/31/2013 

AUTHORIZED 
BY STATUTE 

VERIZON SERVICES 
CORP, 

TELECOMMUNICATION 
NETWORK MANAGEMENT 
SERVICES 

70 0565 

$16,000.00 

$16,000.00 

5/18/2010 

5/31/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

VIDEO AND SOUND 
SERVICE. INC. 

INSTALL OF ALARMS 
SIGNAL SYSTEM 

70 0542 

$5,490.00 

S5.490.0Q 

1/12/2010 

1/19/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

VTM SERVICES 

PURCHASE 

REFURBISHED 

MAGNETOMETER 

70 0542 

$3.500 00 

$3,50) 00 

11/3/2009 

12/3/2009 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

VTM SERVICES 

REPAIR X-RAY MACHINE 

70 0542 

S3.004.00 

$3,004,00 

4/29/2010 

5/29/2010 

SIMPLIFIED 

ACQUISITION 

PROCEDURE 

NON- 

COMPETITION 

VTM SERVICES 

INSTALL OF ALARM S 
SIGNAL SYSTEM 

70 0542 

$3,732.14 

$3-732,14 

7/1/2010 

7/31/2010 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 

W A R N., LLC 

TELECOMMUNICATION 
NETWORK MANAGEMENT 
SERVICES 

70 0565 

$60,000,00 

$60,000.00 

11/10/2009 

5/10/2010 

SIMPLIFIED 

ACQUISITION 

PROCEDURE 

NON- 

COMPETITION 

WINDSOR PARKING INC 

LEASE-RENT OF PARKING 
FACILITIES 

700542 

$4,546.70 

$4,546.70 

12/21/2009 

11/10/2009 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE 


Question: Please provide for ihc record a list of all contracts overSl million in total value executed by NPPD 
in 2010. Organize by contractor, purpose, dollar award, full perfonnance value, contract start date, contract end 
date, and contract type (e.g., firmed tlxed price, etc.). 
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ANSWER: 

Please see the following table, which list of all contracts over $ 1 million in total value executed by NPPD in FY 

2010. 


‘ 1 'A®' 

V ^ ’ 


6K SYSTEMS INC 

ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT 
SERVICES 

$1,425,040.00 

$2,907,081.60 

4/23/2010 

4/25/2012 

LABOR 

HOURS 

ACCENTURE LLP 

ENGINEERING & TECHNICAL 
SERVICES 

$3,614,903.42 

$3,614,903.42 

5/28/2010 

5/27/2014 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

ACCENTURE LLP 

ENGINEERING & TECHNICAL 
SERVICES 

$6,621,987.24 

$6,621,987.24 

6/7/2010 

6/27/2014 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

ACCENTURE LLP 

ENGINEERING AND TECHNICAL 
SERVICES 

$20,352,296.37 

$40,229,401.42 

4/1/2010 

5/27/2014 

COST PLUS 
FIXED FEE 

ACCENTURE LLP 

ENGINEERING AND TECHNICAL 
SERVICES 

$2,023,378.35 

$2,023,378.35 

9/18/2010 

10/17/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

ACCENTURE LLP 

ESTABUSH U S. VISIT PRIMARY 
MISSION SYSTEMS AT DHS DC2 

$3,120,330-76 

$3,120,330.76 

9/13/2010 

5/12/2011 

COST PLUS 
FIXED FEE 

ACCEimJRE LLP 

FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE 
SUPPORT SERVICES 

$3,428,910 80 

$7,258,709-69 

4/12/2010 

5/27/2014 

COST PLUS 
FIXED FEE 

ACCENTURE LLP 

HARDWARE, SOFTWARE AND 
MAINTENANCE 

S9.424.898.97 

$9,424,89897 

8/12/2010 

9/13/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

ACCENTURE LLP 

HARDWARE, SOFTWARE LICENSES 
AND MAINTENANCE AGREEMENTS 

$7,660,665.90 

$7,660,665.90 

9/29/2010 

10/29/2019 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

ACCENTURE LLP 

IDENT STORAGE 

$6,442,944.03 

$6,442,944.03 

5/19/2010 

5/27/2014 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

ACCENTURE LLP 

PLANNING, DESIGNING, TESTING 
AND DEPLOYING U S. VISIT 
PROJECTS 

$10,253,671.00 

$10,253,671.00 

2/26/2010 

8/31/2010 

COST PLUS 
AWARD FEE 

ACCENTURE LLP 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT SUPPORT 
SERVICES 

$6,818,553.82 

$16,814,467.49 

9/16/2010 

9/15/2011 

COST PLUS 
FIXED FEE 

ACCENTURE LLP 

U S. VISIT 10-PRINT IMAGE QUALITY 
SERVICES 

$981,336.58 

$1 ,416,337.92 

9/29/2010 

9/26/2011 

COST PLUS 
FIXED FEE 

ACCENTURE LLP 

UNIQUE IDENTITY AND APPLICATION 
RELEASE MANAGEMENT SUPPORT 
SERVICES 

$6,089,258.00 

$16,504,218.00 

9/30/2010 

5/27/2014 

COST PLUS 
FIXED FEE 

ACQUISITION SOLUTIONS 
INC 

ACQUISITION SUPPORT SERVICES 

$1,005,100.00 

$1,005,100.00 

5/6/2010 

5/4/2011 

LABOR 

HOURS 

ACTION FACILITIES 
MANAGEMENT INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,108,741.00 

$1,108,741.08 

3/1/2010 

2/28/2014 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

AERIENT LIMITED LIABILITY 
COMPANY 

U S. VISIT ■ IT HELP DESK SUPPORT 
SERVICES 

$1,051,412.30 

$1,834,015.50 

9/28/2010 

9/29/2011 

TIME AND 
MATERIALS 

ALANTE SECURITY GROUP 
INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$4,752,228.14 

$4,752,228.14 

12/4/2009 

9/30/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 
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Contract 

Enfl D r<. 

■ Viv-J 

ALLIED BARTON SECURITY 
SERVICES LIMITED 
LIABILITY COMPANY 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,673,924.81 

$1,673,924.81 

1/27/2010 

1/31/2013 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

ALLIED BARTON SECURITY 
SERVICES LIMITED 
LIABILITY COMPANY 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,673,924 81 

$1,673.924 81 

1/27/2010 

1/31/2013 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

ALUTIIQ 3SG, LLC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$10,575,493 11 

$10,575,493.11 

12/1/2009 

11/30/2014 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

ALUTIIQ 3SG, LLC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$4,405,818.69 

$4,418,832.60 

9/28/201 0 

1/31/2011 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

ALUTIIQ BUSINESS 
SERVICES LLC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$2,127,205.17 

S2.127.205.17 

1/1/2010 

9/30/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

AMERICAN SECURITY 
PROGRAMS, INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,910,287.02 

$1,910,287.02 

2/3/2010 

9/30/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

AMERICAN SECURITY 
PROGRAMS, INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$25,000.00 

$46,973,737.50 

7/1/2010 

6/30/2013 

LABOR 

HOURS 

AMERIGUARD SECURITY 
SERVICES, INC. 

GUARD SERVICES 

$100,000.00 

$30,053,806 86 

4/1/2010 

3/31/2015 

LABOR 

HOURS 

AMERIGUARD SECURITY 
SERVICES, INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,510,461 74 

$1,510,461 74 

6/28/2010 

9/30/2010 

LABOR 

HOURS 

AMERIGUARD SECURITY 
SERVICES, INC. 

GUARD SERVICES 

$4,724,031.65 

$4,724,031 65 

9/22/2010 

3/31/2015 

: 

LABOR 
HOURS i 

AMPRO INTERNATIONAL, 
LLC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,503,999 95 

$1,503,999.95 

1/1/2009 

12/31/2013 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

AMPRO INTERNATIONAL, 
LLC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,082,555 12 

$1,082,555 12 

11/25/2009 

11/30/2011 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

ARES GROUP 
INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

$2,346,668 02 

$2,346,668,02 

11/25/2009 

9/30/2013 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

ARES GROUP 
INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

$7,222,594 28 

$7,222,594 28 

12/1/2009 

6/30/2011 

LABOR 

HOURS 

ARES GROUP 
INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

$3,217,845 13 

$3,217,845.13 

6/30/2010 

6/30/2011 

LABOR 

HOURS 

ARES GROUP 
INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

$2,040,631,20 

$2,040 631.20 

9/22/2010 

11/30/2010 

LABOR 

HOURS 

BASIC CONTRACTING 
SERVICES, INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

1010 

$3,191,493 90 

6/2/2010 

8/31/2015 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

BASIC CONTRACTING 
SERVICES, INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$3,901 855.80 

$3,901,855.80 

9/9/2010 

8/31/2015 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

BATTELLE MEMORIAL 
INSTITUTE 

FIELD DESK OPERATION SUPPORT 
SERVICES IN SUPPORT OF ISCD 
INSPECTORS 

$1,254,300 00 

$5,264-398 00 

7/7/2010 

7/6/2014 

FIRM FIXED 1 
PRICE 

BOOZ ALLEN HAMILTON 
INC. 

ENGINEERING AND TECHNICAL 
SERVICES 

$1,958,572 00 

$4,698,209,00 

12/9/2009 

12/8/2011 

COST PLUS 
FIXED FEE 

BOOZ ALLEN HAMILTON 
INC. 

ENGINEERING AND TECHNICAL 
SERVICES 

$7,808,006-00 

$8,062,075 00 

4/7/2010 

4/7/2011 

COST PLUS 
FIXED FEE 
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BOOZ ALLEN HAMILTON 
INC, 

PROVIDE SCIENTIFIC, ENGINEERING. 

TECHNICAL ANALYSIS AND 
PROGRAMMATIC SUPPORT TO THE 
OMNCS TECHNOLOGY AND 
PROGRAMS (T&P) 

$3,577,415.43 

$9,396,570.79 

6/2U2010 

7/20/2012 

COST PLUS 
FIXED FEE 

BOOZ ALLEN HAMILTON 
INC. 

TRAINING AND CURRICULUM 
DEVELOPMENT 

$353,976.58 

$1,560,098.21 

9/23/2010 

9/22/2014 

LABOR 

HOURS 

C & D ENTERPRISES INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$4,749,776.91 

$4,749,776.91 

3/29/2010 

11/30/2011 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

C & D ENTERPRISES. INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,096,954.09 

S1.096.954. 09 

5/21/2010 

5/31/2014 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

C & D ENTERPRISES, INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$2,141,^1.08 

$2,141,361.08 

9/24/2010 

5/31/2014 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

C & D ENTERPRISES, INC. 

GUARD SERVICES 

$2,066,511 74 

$1,954,694 54 

9/14/2010 

5/31/2012 

LABOR 

HOURS 

C & D SECURITY MGMT INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$4,347.69690 

$4,347,696 90 

9/28/2010 

9/30/2011 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

C & D SECURITY MGMT INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$2,078,995.90 

$2,078,995.90 

9/30/2010 

9/30/2011 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

CELLCO PARTNERSHIP 
DBA VERIZON WIRELESS 

TELEPHONE AND-OR 
COMMUNICATIONS SEERVICES 

$1.194, 311. 52 

$1,194,311.52 

2/17/2010 

2/20/2011 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

COASTAL INTERNATIONAL 
SECURITY 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,962,752.88 

$1,962,752.88 

7/28/2010 

8/31/2010 

FIRM FIXED i 
PRICE 

COASTAL INTERNATIONAL 
SECURITY 

GUARD SERVICES 

$6,864,248.78 

$6,864,248.78 

12/8/2009 

9/30/2013 

LABOR 

HOURS 

COASTAL INTERNATIONAL 
SECURITY, INC. 

GUARD SERVICES 

$4,623,214.87 

$4,623,214.87 

9/30/2010 

5/31/2011 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

COASTAL INTERNATIONAL 
SECURITY, INC. 

GUARD SERVICES 

1010 

$27,970,272,94 

1/28/2010 

3/31/2015 

LABOR 

HOURS 

COASTAL INTERNATIONAL 
SECURITY, INC, 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,968,945.37 

$1,976,060.37 

5/24/2010 

9/30/2010 

LABOR 

HOURS 

COASTAL INTERNATIONAL 
SECURITY, INC. 

GUARD SERVICES 

$25,000 00 

$48,296,811.00 

7/1/2010 

6/30/2013 

LABOR 

HOURS 

COASTAL INTERNATIONAL 
SECURITY, INC. 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,922,73543 

$3-867,044.26 

8/5/2010 

9/30/2012 

LABOR 1 
HOURS ! 

COMPUTER SCIENCES 
CORPORATION 

CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE AND 
KEY RESOURCES INFORMATION 
SHARING ENVIRONMENT 

$2,370,549 00 

$8,590,381 00 

7/30/2010 

1/29/2014 

TIME AND 
MATERIALS 

COMPUTER SCIENCES 
CORPORATION (3126) 

CONSOLIDATED DATA CENTERS 
MIRRORING AND MIGRATION 

$54,424.298 00 

$280,690,591 00 

9/30/2010 

12/31/2015 

TIME AND 
MATERIALS 

COMPUTER SCIENCES 
CORPORATION (3126) 

DATA CENTER 

MIGRATION/MIRRORING SUPPORT 
SERVICES TO THE U S VISIT 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 
MANAGEMENT BRANCH 

$6,384,719 01 

$6-384,719.01 

7/21/2010 

1/20/2011 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 
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DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$4,398,934.58 

$4,398,934.58 

2/1/2010 

1/31/2015 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$5,696,965.47 

$5,696,965.47 

5/12/2010 

3/31/2014 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$2,496,225.19 

$2,496,225.19 

6/1/2010 

11/1/2011 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

DECO INC 

GUARD SER\^CES 

$3,115,005.79 

$3,115,005.80 

7/9/2010 

6/30/2014 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

OETICADFi 

INCORPORATED 

INFRASTRUCTURE PRTECT10N 
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 

$1,317,666.69 

$2,612,215.58 

3/26/2010 

6/28/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

DIGITAL MANAGEMENT, 
INC. 

IICD SYSTEMS ENGINEERING 
SUPPORT SERVICES 

$1,298,776.82 

$6,980,108.54 

12/4/2009 

12/3/2014 

TIME AND 
MATERIALS 

DTM CORPORATION 

GUARD SERVICES 

$3,853.98216 

$3,853,982.16 

1/4/2010 

1/4/2013 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

ELITE PROTECTIVE 
SERVICES INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,766,244.72 

$1,766,244 72 

12/1/2009 

11/30/2014 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

ELITE PROTECTIVE 
SERVICES INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,676,457.49 

$1,676,457,49 

8/1/2010 

7/31/2013 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
SYSTEMS RESEARCH 

GEOSPATIAL PRODUCTION AND 
SUPPORT SERVICES 

$2,178,740.46 

$2,178,740.46 

4/20/2010 

4/23/2011 

TIME AND 
MATERIALS 

FEDERAL PRISON 
INDUSTRIES INC 

OFFICE FURNITURE 

$1,129,757,90 

31,129,757.90 

7/16/2010 

2/28/2011 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

FEDERAL PRISON 
INDUSTRIES INC 

OFFICE FURNITURE 

$1,549,275.81 

$1,549,275 81 

7/19/2010 

9/30/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

FJC SECURITY SERVICE, 
INC, 

GUARD SERVICES 

$2,191,616.10 

$2,191,616 10 

12/1/2009 

9/30/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

FJC SECURITY SERVICE, 
INC, 

GUARD SERVICES 

$9,728,345.34 

$9,728,345,34 

3/1/2010 

9/30/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

GENERAL DYNAMICS ONE 
SOURCE LIMITED LIABILITY 
COMPANY 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES TO 
NATIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE 
COORDINATING CENTER (NICC) FOR 
INSIGHT SUPPORT 

$1,584,625.85 

$2,070,174.85 

11/11/2009 

5/10/2010 

TIME AND 
MATERIALS 

GONZALES CONSULTING 
SERVICES INCORPORATED 

ALARM, SIGNAL AND SECURTIY 
DETECTION 

$2,432,489 00 

$2,432,489 00 

1/1/2010 

6/30/2010 

LABOR 

HOURS 

GONZALES CONSULTING 
SERVICES INCORPORATED 

ALARM, SIGNAL AND SECURTIY 
DETECTION 

$2,167,67367 

$2,167,673.67 

5/2S/2010 

5/31/2013 

LABOR 

HOURS 

GONZALES CONSULTING 
SERVICES INCORPORATED 

ALARM, SIGNAL AND SECURTIY 
DETECTION 

$2,343,031.10 

$2,343,031.10 

6/25/2010 

12/31/2010 

LABOR 

HOURS 

GONZALES CONSULTING 
SERVICES INCORPORATED 

DISPATCH OPERATIONS FOR THE 
FPS PHILADELPHIA MEGA CENTER 

$2,160,474,57 

$2,160,474.57 

7/20/2010 

1/22/2011 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

GONZALES CONSULTING 
SERVICES INCORPOFl^TED 

GUARD SERVICES 

$2,262,57400 

$2,262,574.00 

1/21/2010 

7/22/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

GONZALES CONSULTING 
SERVICES INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

$2,285,595.60 

$2,285,595.60 

12/1/2009 

5/31/2010 

LABOR 

HOURS 
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Contractor 

Piirpone 

DoBurAwaRl Petfonnance 

VahK 

Contract Contract 
Start [,;.itu k nr: i .li 

Contract 

Type 

iCF INCORPORATED. L L.C. 

TRAINING AND CURRICULUM 
DEVELOPMENT 

$3,533,780.00 

$12,583:758.60 

9/23/2010 

9/22/2013 

LABOR 

HOURS 

iNTEGRiTY MANAGEMENT 
CONSULTING INC 

ACQUSITiON SUPPORT SER\^CES 

$1,030,419.22 

$4,262,997.94 

7/27/2010 

7/11/2011 

LABOR 

HOURS 

INTER CON SECURITY 
SYSTEMS INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

$4,480,148.70 

$4,480,148.70 

12/1/2009 

9/30/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

INTER CON SECURITY 
SYSTEMS INCORPORATED 

GUARD SER\ACES 

$4,864,844.77 

$4,998,825.53 

12/1/2009 

9/30/2010 

LABOR 

HOURS 

INTER CON SECURITY 
SYSTEMS INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

$2,023,807.50 

$2,023,807.50 

4/21/2010 

9/30/2014 

LABOR 

HOURS 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

$5,542,554.00 

$5,542,554,00 

12/12/2009 

11/30/2014 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

J DIAMOND GROUP 
INCORPORATED THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

$7,731,858.23 

$7,731,858.23 

9/25/2010 

11/30/2014 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

J. DIAMOND GROUP, INC , 
THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

$3,593,353 02 

S3.593.35302 

2/2/2010 

9/30/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

J. DIAMOND GROUP, INC., 
THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

$7,058,416.52 

$7,058,416.52 

9/25/2010 

2/28/2015 

FIXED PRICE 
AWARD FEE 

JENKINS SECURITY 
CONSULTANTS 
INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

SI 146,834 84 

$1,146,834.84 

12/1/2009 

9/30/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

JENKINS SECURITY 
CONSULTANTS, INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$4,961,627.58 

$4 961,627,58 

9/9/2010 

7/31/2013 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

JENKINS SECURITY 
CONSULTANTS, INC, 

GUARD SERVICES 

$2,079,098.36 

$2,079,098.36 

12/1/2009 

11/30/2013 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

KFORCE GOVERNMENT 
SOLUTIONS 
INCORPORATED 

DATA GOVERNANCE 

$406,934,58 

$1,686,051.58 

4/8/2010 

12/8/2012 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

KINGDOM SECURITY 
SERVICES, INC, 

GUARD SERVICES 

$5,000.00 

$1.691 ,405 48 

7/1/2010 

8/31/2015 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

KNIGHT PROTECTIVE 
SERVICE, INC. 

GUARD SERVICES 

$6,543,999.26 

$6,543,999.26 

12/1/2009 

9/30/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

KNIGHT PROTECTIVE 
SERVICE, INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$5,825,679.64 

$5,825,679.64 

11/1/2009 

9/30/2014 

LABOR 

HOURS 

KNIGHT PROTECTIVE 
SERVICE, INC. 

GUARD SERVICES 

$25,000.00 

$44,920,422.00 

7/1/2010 

6/30/2013 

LABOR 

HOURS 

KNIGHT PROTECTIVE 
SERVICES INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$7,461,564.35 

$7,461,564.35 

9/29/2010 

7/31/2013 

LABOR 

HOURS 

LONGVIEW- 

FEDCONSULTING JV LLC 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT SUPPORT 
SERVICES 

$400,180 80 

$2,397,018 17 

9/28/2010 

9/27/2015 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

LONGViEW- 

FEDCONSULTING JV LLC 

PROGRAM MANAMGEMENT 
ADMINSTRATiVE CLERICAL AND 
TECHNICAL SUPPORT (PACTS) FOR 

U S \«SIT 

SI .441 .678 08 

$3-866.896.96 

4/9/2010 

4/11/2012 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 
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Contractor 



►uB 

Value 

Contract 
Start Date 

Contract Contract 

End Cato Type 

MASTER SECURITY 
COMPANY, LLC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$3,873.04080 

$3,873,040.80 

12/21/2009 

9/30/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

MASTER SECURITY 
COMPANY. LLC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$100,000.00 

$12,786,630.30 

7/28/2010 

3/31/2016 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

MASTER SECURITY 
COMPANY, LLC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$25,000.00 

$48,117,949.50 

7/1/2010 

6/30/2013 

LABOR 

HOURS 

MVM INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1.603,©36-21 

$1,603,606.21 

7/1/2010 

9/30/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

MVM INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

$2,610,019.43 

$2,610,019.43 

9/28/2010 

7/31/2013 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

MVM INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

$3,521,045.19 

$3,521,045 19 

9/28/2010 

7/31/2013 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

MVM INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

$5,832,461 49 

$5,832,461.49 

9/28/2010 

7/31/2013 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

MVM, INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

S5.506.093 24 

$5,506,093.24 

8/22/2010 

9/30/2011 

LABOR 

HOURS 

MVM, INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$7,001,660.74 

$7,001,660.74 

8/22/2010 

9/30/2011 

LABOR 

HOURS 

MVM, INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$21,885,861,50 

$21,885,861,50 

8/22/2010 

9/30/2011 

LABOR 

HOURS 

NOVA DATACOM LLC 

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 
MANAGEMENT AND SECURITY 
SUPPORT SERVICES 

S807.176.14 

$2,506,417.66 

11/30/2009 

11/29/2012 

TIME AND 
MATERIALS 

OMNIPLEX WORLD 
SERVICES CORPORATION 

GUARD SERVICES 

$25,000.00 

$47,235,654.00 

7/1/2010 

6/30/2013 

LABOR 

HOURS 

PARAGON SYSTEMS, INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$8,022,104.32 

$8,022,104.32 

3/30/2010 

3/31/2013 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

PARAGON SYSTEMS. INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$3,199,519.44 

$3,199,519,44 

3/31/2010 

9/30/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

PARAGON SYSTEMS. INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$2,503,876.96 

$2,503,876.96 

5/16/2010 

9/30/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

PARAGON SYSTEMS, INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,123,073.64 

$1,123,073.64 

6/7/2010 

5/31/2013 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

PARAGON SYSTEMS, INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1 ,338.022 54 

$1,338,022.54 

9/1/2010 

8/31/2011 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

PARAGON SYSTEMS, INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,191.066 68 

$1,191,066.68 

9/1/2010 

8/31/2011 

LABOR 

HOURS 

PATRICIO ENTERPRISES, 
INC 

ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT 
SERVICES 

$3,089,396,90 

$6,255,931.50 

9/21/2010 

9/30/2012 

LABOR 

HOURS 

PLATINUMSOLUTIONS. INC. 

ENTERPRISE ARCHITECTURE 
SERVICES 

$1,193,952.00 

$6-329.577,60 

9/20/2010 

9/20/2016 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

PRIZUM INCORPORATED 

INTERNAL GOVERNANCE SUPPORT 
SERVICES 

$1,179,648.80 

$2,400,150.00 

4/7/2010 

4/7/2012 

TIME AND 
MATERIALS 

RCM SOLUTIONS, INC. 

INFRASTRUCTURE PRTECTION 
READINESS PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
SUPPORT FOR INCIDENT 
MANAGEMENT TRAINING 

S1 ,460,681.31 

$5,282,558.47 

9/17/2010 

3/16/2014 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

RCM SOLUTIONS, INC. 

PROGRAM SUPPORT SERVICES FOR 
IP PLANNING AND READINESS 
PROGRAMS -POD SOP TTXX 
EXERCISE PLANNING 

$680,96866 

$2,118,262.62 

2/17/2010 

2/16/2011 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 
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Contractor 

Purpow 

Dollar Awartf 

PuK 

Contract 
SMft I'a'i 

Contract , Contract 
end Date ' Typa 

RESEARCH TRIANGLE 
INSTITUTE 

RTI TEST BED AND EVALUATION 

$3,500,000.00 

$3,500,000.00 

9/27/2010 

9/29/2012 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

SANTA FE PROTECTIVE 
SERVICES, INC, 

GUARD SERVICES 

$116,960.00 

$4,361,801.84 

3/4/2010 

3/31/2015 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

SAWEE CONSULTING, INC. 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT SUPPORT 
SERVICES 

$1,092,926.40 

$7,190,992.99 

9/30/2010 

9/29/2011 

LABOR 

HOURS 

SCIENCE APPLICATIONS 
INTERNATIONAL 
CORPORATION 

ENGINEERING AND TECHNIC/W. 
SERVICES 

$6,035,671.04 

$13,445,518 88 

6/9/2010 

6/8/2012 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

SCIENCE APPLICATIONS 
INTERNATIONAL 
CORPORATION 

U S. VISIT PROGRAM LEVEL 
SYSTEMS ENGINEERING 

$6,822,679 77 

$39,823,968 41 

9/30/2010 

6/28/2015 

TIME AND 
MATERIALS 

SECTEK, INC, 

GUARD S£R\rtCES 

$1,558.286 73 

$1,558,286.73 

12/29/2009 

1/4/2013 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

SECTCK, INC- 

GUARD SER\ACES 

$1,864,181.34 

$1,864,181.34 

12/29/2009 

1/4/2013 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

SECTEK, INC, 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,964,440.80 

$1,964,440.80 

12/29/2009 

1/4/2013 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

SECTEK, INC. 

GUARD SERN^CES 

$1,566,075.70 

$1,566,075.70 

3/19/2010 

3/31/2011 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

SECTEK, INC. 

GUARD SERNflCES 

$3,290,890.70 

$3,290,890.70 

3/31/2010 

9/30/2010 

LABOR 

HOURS 

SECURITY CONSULTANTS 
GROUPING 

GUARD SERVICES 

$4,066,420.25 

$4,065,420.25 

3/1/2010 

2/28/2015 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

SECURITY CONSULTANTS 
GROUP INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,556,424.65 

$1,556,424.65 

4/1/2010 

3/31/2013 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

SECURITY CONSULTANTS 
GROUP INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,404,851 36 

$1,404,851.37 

6/30/2010 

9/30/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

SECURITY CONSULTANTS 
GROUP INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,045.869 46 

$1,045 869.46 

8/1/2010 

9/30/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

SECURITY CONSULTANTS 
GROUP INC 

GUARD SERVICES 

$2,389,946.44 

$2,389,945.44 

8/19/2010 

8/22/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

SECURITY CONSULTANTS 
GROUP INCORPORATCD 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,223,596.32 

$1,223,596.32 

4/30/2010 

9/30/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

SOLUTE 

BUSINESS MODEL SUPPORT 
SERVICES 

$802,328 50 

$1,425,745.90 

9/24/2010 

8/6/2012 

LABOR 

HOURS 

SYSTEMS RESEARCH AND 
APPLICATIONS 
CORPORATION 

CYBER SECURITY EVALUATION 
PROGRAM SUPPORT 

$1,600,131-00 

$6,719,685.00 

9/30/2010 

9/29/2014 

TIME AND 
MATERIALS 

SYSTEMS RESEARCH AND 
APPLICATIONS 
CORPORATION 

SCIENTIFIC, ENGINEERING AND 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE SUPPORT 
FOR CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE 
PROTECTION PROGRAM 

$2,000,000,00 

$4,452,729.00 

2/12/2010 

2/15/2012 

COST PLUS 
FIXED FEE 

TECOLOTE RESEARCH, 
INC 

LIFE CYCLE COST MODEL 
DEVELOPMENT SUPPORT 
(BIOMETRIC) 

$1,296,499 00 

$4,044,497.00 

3/19/2010 

3/18/2013 

TIME AND 
MATERIALS 

TERACORE, INC 

HUMAN CAPITAL SUPPORT OF THE 
WORKFORCE TRANSFORMATION 
INITIATIVE 

$1,406,030.07 

$1,406,030.07 

4/8/2010 

10/31/2011 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

THE WACKENHUT 
CORPORATION 

GUARD SERVICES 

$9,389,573.12 

$9,389,573 12 

12/1/2009 

9/30/2010 

LABOR 

HOURS 
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TOTAL RECALL 
CORPORATION 

ALARM, SIGNAL AND SECURTIY 
DETECTION 

$1,523,994,40 

$1,523,994.40 

9/29/2010 

12/31/2011 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

VEND-TECH ENTERPRISE, 
LLC 

GUARD SERVICES 

IDIQ 

$3,406,741.44 

9/1/2010 

8/31/2013 

LABOR 

HOURS 

VERiDiAN ENGINEERING 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT SUPPC^T 
SERVICES 

SS.809,533.39 

$16,984,413,22 

5/6/2010 

11/30/2010 

TIME AND 
MATERIALS 

WACKENHUT SERVICES 
INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

$12,912,839.87 

$12,912,839.87 

11/1/2009 

9/30/2010 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

WACKENHUT SERVICES 
INCORPORATED 

GUARD SER^^CES 

$1,814,604.93 

$1,814,604,93 

11/1/2009 

10/31/2012 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

WACKENHUT SERVICES 
INCORPORATED 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,381,838 61 

$1,381,838.61 

11/24/2009 

10/31/2012 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

WHITESTONE GROUP, INC.. 
THE 

GUARD SERVICES 

$1,352,283 48 

$1,352,283.48 

1/26/2010 

1/31/2014 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

XTEC INCORPORATED 

OFFICE INFORMATION SYSTEM 
EQUIPMENT 

$397,246.32 

$1,069,717.08 

9/8/2010 

9/19/2013 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 


Question: Please provide for the record a list ofall NPPD contracts, grants and other transactions where work 
is performed outside of the United States. Organize by contractor, purpose, dollar award, full performance 
value, contract start date, and contract end date. 

ANSWER: 

NPPD did not have any contracts, grants, or other transactions in F Y 2010 where work was performed outside 
the United Stales. 


Reception and Representation 

Question: How does NPPD plans to utilize its reception and representation expenses in 2012? To date, how 
much has been spent in 20 1 1 and what is the plan for the remainder of the tUscai year? Please provide details on 
each expenditure. 


ANSWER: 


NPPD plans to use FY 201 1 reception and representation funds on those requirements deemed necessary to 
support the Under Secretary. To date. NPPD has spent a total of $ 1 .649, as follows: 

• $4 for a ca.se of bottled water for the Under Secretary's office for a meeting with representatives from 
the United Arab Emirates 

• $192 for a meeting with the Los Angeles Police Department's (LAPD) Assistant Police Chief and 
California's .Assistant Director for Emergency Management to discuss LAPD's Operation Archangel 
and the successful implementation of the Automated Critical Asset Management System over the past 5 
years 

• $1,060 for a 2-day meeting between the United States and Canada concerning the implementation of the 
US-Canada Action Plan for Critical Infrastructure 




220 


• $393 for water pitchers and glasses (with the Department of Homeland Security seal) for the Under 
Secretary's office for use during meetings with foreign dignitaries and high-ranking guests. 

NPPD's plan for the remainder of the fiscal year includes: 

• $1,000 for a White House-sponsored Broadband Forum schedule for June 201 1 

• $800 for the Federal Protective Service (FPS) Annual Law Enforcement Luncheon scheduled for August 
2011 

NPPD plans to continue spending these funds on similar events but does not have an itemized list because the 
events have not yet been scheduled or confirmed. 


Bonuses 


Question: Please provide a table showing how much is requested in the 2012 budget for bonuses for NPPD 
SES employees and NPPD non-SES employees. 

ANSWER: 


Please see the table below. 


.NPI'l) 


Non-SKS 

I'otal 

.Vlanagement and Administration 

$90,000 

$281,000 

$371,000 

Infrastructure Protection and Information 

Security 

$240,000 

$2,227,000 

$2,467,000 

us-visrr 

$30,000 

$1,027,000 

$1,057,000 

Federal Protective Service 

$20,000 

$3,502,180 

$3,522,180 

.tWTAW 

S3M,000 

$7,037,180 

N-,4I7,I«0 


Question: Please list all NPPD SFfS bonuses provided in 2010 by position, olTice. and bonus amount. 


ANSWER: 


The following table lists all NPPD Senior Executive Service (SES) bonuses for 2010. 




■^"ioioednuaisi' 

' cs&c 

Deputy Manaaer, Nat'l Communications System 

$15,715 


Director. Critical Infrastructure Cyber Protection & Awareness 

$15,638 


Director, Federal Network Security 

$14,850 


Deputy Director. National Cyber Security Division 

$14,242 


Deputy Director, Nat'! Cybersecurity Center 

$8,737 

j CS&C 

Director, National Cyber Security Division 

$8,255 

: CS&C 

Director, US-CERT Operations 

$8,008 


Director, National Communications System 

$7,617 


Director. Office of Emergency Communications 

$7,215 


Deputy Director, Federal Protective Service 

14,278 

— 1 |— 

Senior Law Enforcement Liaison 

$8,862 

ME 

Director, Risk Management Division 

$17,461 

!P 

Director. Infrastructure Security Compliance Division 

$17,083 

ME 

Director. Infrastructure Partnerships Division 

$8,785 

IP 

Director. Sector Specific Agency Executive Mqmt. Office 

$8,145 
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NPPD Orr.ce 

PosSkm lAte 

2010 Bon.iS ($} 

OUS 

Director, Resource Administration 

$16,173 

OUS 

Director, Budget and Financial Admin. 

$14,156 

OUS 

Director, Professional Development and Training 

$8,986 

OUS 

Senior Counselor to the Under SKjretary, NPPD 

$8,954 

RMA 

Director, Office of Risk Management and Analysis 

$8,970 

US-ViSiT 

Deputy Director, US-VISIT Program 

$16,135 

US-VlSiT 

Director, US-ViSIT 

$8,920 


Key: CS&C=0ff1ce of Cybersecurity and Communications; FPS=Federa! Protective Serv ice; iP=Office of 
Infrastructure Protection; OUS=Offlce of the Under Secretary; RMA=Ofrice of Risk Management and Analysis; and 
US-VISIT=United States Visitor and Immigrant Status Indicator Technology Program. 


Question: Please list by office and pay grade level the number of NPPD non-SES employees who received a 
bonus or quality step increase (qsi) in 2010, the total bonus/qsi expenditures for the particular office and pay 
grade, and the total number of employees in the office and pay grade. 

ANSWER: 

The follow ing table lists the total number of employees by grade w'ithin each component and the Office of the 
Under Secretary, the total number of employees who received bonuses/quality step increases (QSIs) by grade, 
and total expenditures by component and grade. Please note the following: 

• The response provides information for Calendar Year 2010 for employees on board as of .July 2010. 

• This report excludes lime-olT awards. 

• QSI expenditures were not captured: however, the average annual step increase is $3,500. The 
expenditures would be minimal because the QSIs were not realized until after August 2010. 



- A V 

Totsf No. of 
SmpkiyMS 




cs&c 

03 


0 

$0.00 


cs&c 

04 

3 

0 

$0.00 


cs&c 

07 

2 

2 

$2,290.00 


cs&c 

08 

2 

1 

$2,300.00 


cs&c 

09 

17 

13 

$31,600,00 


cs&c 

10 


1 

$3,000.00 


cs&c 

11 

15 

10 

$22,500.00 


cs&c 

12 

37 

32 

$101,050,00 


cs&c 

13 

59 

50 

$174,640.00 


cs&c 

14 

103 

78 

$324,490,00 

3 

cs&c 

15 

84 

71 

$345,055.00 

3 







FPS 

04 

1 


$0,00 


FPS 

05 

1 


$750,00 


FPS 

06 

2 

2 

$5,200.00 


FPS 

07 

23 

10 

$17,375.00 


FPS 

08 

32 

28 

$56,740.00 


FPS 

09 

130 

74 

$141,778,00 


FPS 

10 

8 

6 

$11,638.00 
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Total NO. df 

Total No. of 
bonuses 



US-VISIT 1 

13 


25 I 

$72,220,00 


US-VISIT 

14 

57 

53 

$182,289.00 


US-VlSIT 

15 

47 

41 I 

$180,170.00 

3 

us vis;' Totals 

195 

ICO 

5513 777.00 

iiSl 


Key: CS&C=Offlce of Cybersecurity and Communications; FPS=Federal Protective Sen ice; IP=Offlce of 
Infrastructure Protection; OUS=Ofrice of the Under Secretary; RM A=Ofrjce of Risk Management and Analysis: 
and US-ViSIT=llnited States Visitor and Immigrant Status indicator Technology Program. 


Travel 


Question: Please provide for the record a table that shows all funds expended by NPPD political employees for 
travel in 2010. Include name of individual traveling, purpose of travel. !ocation(s) visited, and total cost. 


ANSWER: 


Please see the table below. 


Name 

Purpose of Travel 

Location Visited 

Cost 

Beers, Robert 

CONFERENCE 

MONTREAL. FC CAN 

$681,081 


FOREIGN TRAVEL 

TOLEDO, FC ESP 

GENEVA, FC CHE 

$722.61 


FOREIGN TRAVEL 

MEXICO CITY, D F,, FC MEX 

$1,046,83 


FOREIGN TRAVEL 

TOKYO CITY, FC JPN 

$1,027,22 


CONFERENCE 

INDIANAPOLIS, IN USA 

$733,33 


FOREIGN TRAVEL 

ABUJA, FC NGA 

$7,128.77 


FOREIGN TRAVEL 

JEDDAH, FC SAU 

ABU DHABI, FC ARE 

$3,334,24 


FOREIGN TRAVEL 

ISLAMABAD, FC PAK 

$35,59 


CONFERENCE 

MIAMI GARDENS, FL USA 

$619,98 


FOREIGN TRAVEL 

ISLAMABAD. FC PAK 

$9,278,74 


CONFERENCE 

MONTREAL, FC CAN 

$2,095,23 


FOREIGN TRAVEL 

LONDON. FC GBR 

$1,307,83 


CONFERENCE 

MONTREAL, FC CAN 

$737,76 


CONFERENCE 

KNOXVILLE, TN USA 

$10.03 


FOREIGN TRAVEL 

DUBAI. FC ARE 

ISLAMABAD. FC PAK 

DUBAI. FC ARE 

$35,59 


TAXI 

Local 

$28,76 


FOREIGN TRAVEL 

MEXICO CITY, D,F . FCMEX 

$1,149,34 


FOREIGN TRAVEL 

ANKARA. FC TUR 

$7,748,47 


OTHER 

EMMITSBURG, MD USA 

$131.67 



TOTAL: 


Reitinqer, Phillip 

TAXI 

Local 



TAXI 

Local 

$17.23 


Miscellaneous 

Local 

$43.23 


SPEECH/PRESENTATION 

NASHVILLE, TN USA 

$634,60 


INVITATIONAL TRAVEL 

SAN JOSE. CA USA 

$1,235.96 


SPEECH/PRESENTATION 

SAN FRANCISCO. CA USA 

$782.29 


SPEECH/PRESENTATION 

PITTSBURGH, PA USA 

$402.80 


CONFERENCE 

DALLAS. TX USA 

$1,256.00 


CONFERENCE 

MT, WEATHER, VA USA 

$117.72 


CONFERENCE 

MIAMI, FL USA 

$890.19 
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SAN ANTONIO. TX USA 

$1,295.32 


CONFERENCE 


$1,831-85 



TOTAL: 


Durkovich, Caitiin 

CONFERENCE 

MT. WEATHER. VA USA 

$117.72 


Mileaqe/Tolls 

Local 

$75.13 


CONFERENCE 

KNOXVILLE, TN USA 

$1,435.75 


CONFERENCE 

CHARLESTON, SC USA 

$1,764.22 



TOTAL: 

$3,392.82 

Schaffer, Gregory 

CONFERENCE 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA USA 

$1,851.87 


FOREIGN TRAVEL 

MADRID, FC ESP 

$3,390,10 


SPEECH/PRESENTATION 

OMAHA. NE USA 

$816.46 


OTHER 

DENVER. CO USA 

$912.05 


SPEECH/PRESENTATION 

DENVER. CO USA 

SALT LAKE CITY, UT USA 

$1,349.27 


OTHER 

DENVER, CO USA 

$1,023.55 


CONFERENCE 

SAN ANTONIO, TX USA 

$1,104.55 


CONFERENCE 

WINDSOR, FC CAN 

$884.01 


INFORMATIONAL MTG 

NEW YORK. NY USA 

$406,55 


SPEECH/PRESENTATION 

PENSACOLA, FL USA 
TALLAHASSEE, FL USA 

$852.43 


INFORMATIONAL MTG 

BOULDER, CO USA 

$1,474,51 


CONFERENCE 

ATLANTA, GA USA 

$667.39 



TOTAL: 


Todd Keii 

SITE VISIT 

DALLAS. TX USA 

BURBANK, CA USA 

$1,197.69 

; SITE VISIT 

FORT LAUDERDALE, FL USA 
COLORADO SPRINGS, CO USA 

$1,545.12 


CONFERENCE 

NEW ORLEANS. LA USA 

$2,022.76 


SITE VISIT 

HARTFORD, CT USA 

$1,087.76 : 


CONFERENCE 

DALLAS, TX USA 

HOUSTON. TX USA 

DALLAS. TX USA 

$2,238.93 


CONFERENCE 

GLEN ALLEN, VA USA 

$602,13 


SPEECH/PRESENTATiON 

CHICAGO, !L USA 

KNOXVILLE. TN USA 

JACKSON, MS USA 

DALLAS. TX USA 

$2,567.00 


SPEECH/PRESENTATION 

PHILADELPHIA, PA USA 

$559,81 


SITE VISIT 

CHICAGO, IL USA 

$1,029.45 


SPEECH/PRESENTATION 

ORLANDO. FL USA 

$843.15 


SITE VISIT 

NEW YORK CITY-ALL 

BOROUGH, NY USA 

$913.45 


CONFERENCE 

BALTIMORE, MD USA 

$663,50 


SITE VISIT 

SOUTH BEND, IN USA 

$758.02 


SITE VISIT 

ANCHORAGE, AK USA 

VALDEZ, AK USA 

ANCHORAGE. AK USA 

$10.03 


CONFERENCE 

NEW ORLEANS, LA USA 

$1,131.69 


SITE VISIT 

LAS VEGAS. NV USA 

$1,358.34 


SITE VISIT 

TRENTON. NJ USA 

$606.05 


INFORMATIONAL MTG 

DALLAS. TX USA 

$1,901.49 


Mileage 

Local 

$55.26 


CONFERENCE 

DALLAS, TX USA 

$1,162.44 


SPEECH/PRESENTATION 

SAN DIEGO, CA USA 

$1,878.27 


CONFERENCE 

NEW YORK. NY USA 

$1,374.43 



TOTAL: 

$25,506.77 
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Bruce McConnell Taxi 

Local 

$203.98' 


CONFERENCE 

SFO, CA USA 

$2,357.63 


INFORMATIONAL MTG 

LAS VEGAS. NVUSA 

$1,120.53 


CONFERENCE 

AUSTIN. TX USA 

$1,103.10 


FOREIGN TRAVEL 

NEW YORK CITY-ALL 

BOROUGH. NY USA 

LONDON. FC GBR 

$1,424.07 


SPEECH/PRESENTATION 

SEATTLE, WA USA 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA USA 

$778.16 



Transaction Fee 

$32.83 


CONFERENCE 

WILLIAMSBURG, VA USA 

$516.63 


INVITATIONAL TRAVEL 

HARTFORD, CT USA 

$1,141.33 


SPEECH/PRESENTATION 

BOSTON, MA USA 

$445.61 


INFORMATIONAL MTG 

NEW YORK, NY USA 

$135.44 



TOTAL: 

$9,259.31 






GRAND TOTAL: $99,275.13 


■\PPP Field Offices 


Question; Provide for the record a list ofNPPD ofTice locations as of September 30. 2010. Does NPPD plan to 
add any offices in 2011 or 2012? 

ANSWER: 

NPPD has experienced significant growth over the last several years with the transfer of FPS from U.S. 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement to NPPD and the expansion of NPPD's cybersecurity and chemical 
facility security missions. In FY 2010, NPPD occupied 259 sites both inside and outside the National Capital 
Region (NCR). This includes 1.21 million square feet of leased space and 25.000 square feet in one owned 
facility. 

NPPD intends to occupy seven additional facilities by the end of FY 201 1. for a total of 266 sites both inside 
and outside of the NCR. NPPD will occupy 1.34 million square feet of leased facilities and 25.000 square feet 
in one owned facility. 

By the end of FY 2012. NPPD anticipates that it will occupy 21 new sites, for a total of 287 sites both inside 
and outside of the NCR. NPPD will occupy 1 .35 million square feel of leased facilities and 25,000 square feet 
in one owned facility. 

For more detail, please see the following table, which lists the 259 NPPD office locations as of September 30, 

2010 . 


OlviskMi 


Slate 

Building N,iinr- Building Address 

FPS 

Anchoraae 


Anchoraqe Fed Build 

605 W 4m Avenue 

FPS 

Anchoraqe 

AK 

Fed Bldq.-Usch'Annex 

222 West 8th Ave 

FPS 

Birmingham 

AL 

Robert S. Vance FB-Ct 

1800 5th AveN 

FPS 

Huntsville 

AL 

Regency Center 

400 Meridian Street 

FPS 

Mobile 

AL 


109 St. Joseph Street 

FPS 

Montgomery 

AL 


1 Church Street 

FPS 

Fort Smith 

AR 

!C Parker 
Courthouse/USPO 

30 S 6th St 

FPS 

Little Rock 

AR 

Little Rock Federal 
Building 

700 W Capitol 
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FP5 

Phoenix 

lAZ 

Federal Building & 
Courttwuse 

230 N First Ave 

FPS 


ism 


230 N. First Street 

FPS 

Tucson 

AZ 

Federal Buildinq 

300 West Congress 

FPS 

Fresno 

CA 

Fed Bldq & Cthouse 

2500 Tulare Street 

FPS 

Long Beach 

CA 

Glenn M Anderson Fed 
Bldq 

501 West Ocean Boulevard 

FPS 

Los Anqeles 

CA 


3C0 N. Los Anqeies Street 

^ FPS 

Los Anqeles 

CA 

Federal Buildinq 

ITlf T 

FPS 

Los Angeles 

CA 

Edward R Roybal FB & 

Ch 

255 East Temple Street 

FPS 

Oakland 

CA 

Ronald Dellums Fed 

Bldg 

1301 Clay St 

FPS 

Sacramento 

CA 


650 Capitol Mai! 

FPS 

Sacramento 

CA 


501 1 Street 

FPS 

San Diego 

CA 

Edward J. Schwartz 

FOB & Cths 

880 Front Street 

FPS 

San Francisco 

CA 

Appraisers Bidq 

630 Sansome Street 

FPS 

San Francisco 

CA 

Phillip Burton, FB-Ct 

450 Golden Gate Ave 

FPS 

San Francisco 

CA 

San Francisco Federal 
BldQ 

90 7th Street 

FPS 

San Jose 

CA 

Robert F Peckham FB 
&Ch 

280 South 1st Street 

FPS 

San Jose 

CA 


280 S 1st Street 

FPS 

Santa Ana 

CA 

_ Federal Building 

34 Civic Center Plaza 

FPS 

Santa Clara 

CA 

Mt- Loma Prieta 

FPS 

Santa Rosa 

CA 


777 Sonoma Ave/99 S E St 

FPS 

Vacaville 

CA 

Antenna Site 

Mount Vacaville 

FPS 

Colorado 

Sorinos 

CO 

US District Bldg. 

212 North Wahsatch 

FPS 

Denver 

CO 


Denver Federal Center, Bldg 
#44 

FPS 

Denver 

CO 


721 19th Street 

FPS 

Denver 

CO 


1961 Stout Street 

FPS 

Denver 

CO 

FB-Cu 

721 19th St 

FPS 

Denver 

CO 

Cesar E. Chavez 

Memorial Build 

1244 Speer Blvd 

FPS 

Fort Collins 

CO 

FB-Po 

301 S Howes St 

FPS 

Lakewood 

CO 

District Federal Court 

Bldq 1 

W6tb Ave & Kipling St 

FPS 

Lakewood 

CO 

District Federal Court 

Bldq 44 

W6th Ave & Kipiihg St 

FPS 

Lakewood 

CO 

District Federal Court 

Bldq 53 

W6th Ave & Kipling St 

FPS 

Lakewood 

CO 

Bldq ta 

W6th Ave&Kipiinq St 

FPS 

Bridgeport 

CT 

Brien McMahon USCH 

FB 915 Lafayette Bivd 

FPS 

Hartford 

CT 

William R. Cotter FB 

l35Hiah St 

FPS 

Hartford 

CT 

AA Ribicoff FB 8. CTHS 

450 Main St 

FPS 

New Haven 

CT 

Robert N Giaimo FB 

150 Court St 

RMA. CS&C 

Washinaton 

DC 

650 Mass Ave 

650 Massachusetts Ave. NW 

IP. OUS 

Washington 

DC 

NAC 

3801 Nebraska Ave. NW 

FPS 

Washington 

DC 

800 N. Capitol 

800 North Capitol St. NW 

FPS 

Washington 

DC 

Mary E. Switzer Building 

330 C Street SW 

FPS 

Washington 

DC 

Prkg Lot 12th & C St SW 

12TH&CStSW 

FPS 

Washington 

DC 

Reagan Bldg FOB 

1300 Penn Ave NW 

FPS 

Washinaton 

DC 

Jemal Riverside 

1900 Half Street 

IP-PSCD 

□over 

DE 


500 West Loockerman Street 

FPS 

Wilminqton 

DE 

i Caleb Bogqs Ch FB 

844 Kinq Street 





227 






F-PS 

rt wauderda:e 

1 w 

F&-Ct 

299 Broward 3rd Ave 

FPS 

Ft Myers 

FL 

FT. Myers Fed. BWg 

Cths 

2110 First St. 

FPS 

Jacksonville 

FL 

Chas. E. Bennett FB 

400 West Bav St 

FPS 

Miami 

FL 

Claude Pepper FB 

51 SW First Avenue , 

FPS 

Miami 

FL 

140 W Flagler St 

140 W Flagler St 

FPS 

Ocala 

FL 

The Cascades 

1615 E Silver Springs Blvd. 

FPS 

Orlando 

FL 

George C. Young Fed. 
BWq. Ch 

80 N Hughey Ave 

FPS 

Orlando 

FL 

Airside Commerce 

9403 Tradeport Drive 

FPS 

Tallahassee 

FL 

u. S. Courthouse 

110 East Park Avenue 

FPS 

Tampa 

FL 

Timberlake Fed Annex 

501 East Polk Street 

FPS 

Tampa 

FL 

R L Timberlake JrFB 

500 Zack Street 

FPS 

West Palm 

Beach 

FL 

Paul G Rogers FB-Ct 

701 Clematis St 

FPS 

West Palm 

Beach 

FL 

Autec Building 

B01 Clematis Street 

FPS 

Athens 

GA 

R G Stecrfiens. Jr FB 

355 Hancock Avenue 

FPS 

Atlanta 

GA 

Sam Nunn Atlanta Fed 

Ctr. 

100 Alabama St. SW 

FPS 

Atlanta 

GA 

DHS/iustice Building 

180 Spring Street 

FPS 

Brunsvi/ick 

GA 

Bank Of America Plaza 

777 Gloucester Street 

FPS 

Savannah 

GA 

Juliette Gordon Low, FB 

100 W. Oglethorpe 

FPS 

Savannah 

GA 

Juliette Gordon Low. 

Bldq. B 

124 Barnard Street 

FPS 

Agana 

GU 

U S. District Court 

Building 

520 West Soiedad Ave 

FPS 

Aaana 

GU 

Sirena Plaza 

108 Hernan Cortez 

FPS 

Hilo 

HI 

Federal Building & 

154 Waianuenue Ave 




USPO 


FPS 

Honolulu 

HI 

Prince J KuhioFOB & 
Cths 

300 Ala Moana Blvd 

FPS 

Cedar Rapids 

lA 


3351 Square D Drive 

FPS 

Des Moines 

lA 

Neal Smith Federal 
Building 

210 Walnut St 

IP-PSCD 

Boise 

ID 


10095 W Emerald Street 

FPS 

Boise 

ID 

James A McClure Fed 
Bldq/Cthse 

550 West Fort St 

FPS 

Chicago 

IL 

John C. Kluczynski Fed 
Bldq. 

230 S, Dearborn Street 

FPS 

Chicaoo 

IL 

Metcalfe Building 

77 W, Jackson 

FPS 

Chicago 

Hl 

John C. Kluczynski Fed 
BWq. 

230 S. Dearborn 


East St Louis 

IL 

Federal Building 

650 Missouri Ave 


Morris 

IL 

US Post Office 

202 E. Washington Street 


Peona 

IL 

Fed Bldg & US Cthse 

100 N E Monroe Street 


Peoria 

IL 


100 N East Monroe 

FPS 

Sprinafield 

IL 

Paul Findley Building 

600 E Monroe Street 

FPS 

Hammond 

In 

U S Courthouse 

5400 Federal Plaza 

FPS 

Indianapolis 

IN 

Birch Bayh Fed Bldg & 

US Cthse 

46 East Ohio Street 

FPS 

Tooeka 

KS 

Frank Carlson FB-Ct 

444 S E Quincv St. Room 183 

FPS 

Wichita 

KS 

U S Court House 

401 N Market St 

FPS 

Hopkinsville 

KY 

Pennyroyal Office 

Building 

1 100 S Main Street 

FPS 

London 

KY 

FB-Ct 

300 S. Main Street 

FPS 

Louisville 

KY 

Romano Mazzoli FB 

600 M L. King, Jr Place 

FPS 

Baton Rouge 

LA 

Baton Rouge Fed 

707 Florida Avenue 
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FPS 

New Orleans 

LA 

1250 Povdras Building 

1250 Poydras Street 

FPS 

Shreveport 

LA 


400 Texas Street 

FPS 

Boston 

MA 

Cot JF WiHiams Cq Bldq. 

408 Atlantic Ave 

FPS 

Boston 

MA 

JFK Federal Building 

15 New Sudbury Street 

FPS 

Boston 

MA 

Thomas P. O’Neill Jr. FB 


FPS 

Fitch burq 

IM 

Philip J Philbin FOB 


FPS 

Pittsfield 

MA 



FPS 

Springfield 

MA 

Springfield Federal 

C(Hirt House 

310 state street 

FPS 

Worcester 

MA 

III! I II II I Ml I i— 

595 main street 

FPS 

Baltimore 

MD 


40 S, Gay Street 

FPS 

Baltimore 

MD 

G H Fallon Fed Bldg 

31 Hopkins Plaza 

FPS 

Suitland 

MD 


4205 Suitland Rd 

FPS 

Wood lawn 

MD 

CMS Hdqtos-Central 

7500 Security Boulevard 

FPS 

Woodlawn 

MD 

Altmever Bldg 

6401 Security Blvd 

iP-PSCD 

Portland 

ME 


One City Center. Suite 203 

FPS 

Battle Creek 

Ml 

Fed Ctr Bldq No 2 

74 N Washington Avenue 

FPS 

Detroit 

Ml 

Theodore Levin US 
Courthouse 

231 W Lafayette 

FPS 

Detroit 

Ml 

P V McNamara FB 

477 Michigan Ave 

FPS 

Flint 

Mi 

Federal Bldq 

600 Church St 

FPS 

Grand Rapids 

Ml 

G R Ford FB & Cthse 

11C Michigan Street, NW 

FPS 

Kalamazoo 

Ml 

FOB US Post OffCths 

410 West Michigan Ave 

FPS 

Lansing 

Ml 

Charles Chamberlain 

315 W Allegan 

FPS 

Duluth 

MN 

G W Heaney FB & US 

U S Courthouse & 



Courthouse 

Customhouse 

FPS 

FortSnelling 

MN 

Bishop Henry Whipple 

Fed Bldg 

1 Federal Dr 

FPS 

FortSneliing 

MN 

Motor Pool Garage 

1 Federal Drive 

FPS 

Cape Girardeau 

MO 

Rush Hudson Limbaugti, 
Sr US Courthouse 

555 Independence St 

FPS 

Columbia 

msm 

403 Vandiver 

4D3 Vandiver 

uiaHBi 




120 N. Lafayette St 

FPS 

Kansas C'tv 

MO 

Richard Bolling FB 

601 E 12TH St 

FPS 

Kansas Citv 

MO 

Fed Bldq No 3 


FPS 

Kansas City 

MO 


601 East 12th St 

FPS 

Kansas City 

MO 

Fed Bldq No 1 

1500 E Bannister Rd 

FPS 



Robt A Young Fed Bldg. 

1222 Spruce 

FPS 

St Louis 

MO 

Ray Bldg Leased 

Parking Lot 

1222 Spruce 

FPS 

Greenville 

MS 

FB-Po-Ct 

305 Main Street 

FPS 

Gulfport 

MS 

Dan M. Russell Jr U S 
FB/Cths 

2012 16TH Street 

FPS 

Gulfport 

MS 

Hancock Bank Plaza 

2510 14th Street 

FPS 

Jackson 

MS 

Dr, A. H. McCoyFB 

100 W Capitol 

FPS 

Jackson 

MS 

JRA Fac No 3 Pkq Gar 

100 E Capitol Street 

FPS 

Billings 

MT 

William J. Jameson 

2900 Fourth Ave N 

IP-PSCD 

Helena 

Ml 

901 Front Street I 

FPS 

Helena 

MT 

: 2800 Skyway Drive ! 

FPS 

Asheville 

NC 

Veach-Baley Federal 
Complex 

151 Patton Avenue 

FPS 

Charlotte 

NC 

Whitehall Corporate 
Center 

3800 ARCO Corporate Dr 

FPS 

Raleigh 

NC 

Terry Sanford Federal 
Bldg. 

310 New Bern Ave 

FPS 

Wilmington 

NC 

Alton Lennon FB-Ct 

2 Princess St. 

iP-PSCD 

Bismarck 

ND 


304 E. Broadway Ave., Suite 
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219 

FPS 

harao 

ND 

FB-Po 

657 2nd Ave N 

FPS 

Lincoln 

NE 

Robert Denney FB-Ct 

100 Centennial Mall 

FPS 

Omaha 

NE 

Roman L. Hruska US 
Courttiouse 

111 South 18th Plaza 

iP-PSCD 

Manchester 

^ NH 


275 Chestnut Street 

FPS 

Manchester 

NH 

Norris Cotton FB 

275 Chestnut Street 

FPS 

Camden 

NJ 

U S Post Office & 
Courthouse 

401 Market Street 

FPS 

Newark 

NJ 

Fed. Bldg. 20 

Washinqton Place 

20 Washington Place 

FPS 

Newark 

NJ 

Peter W. Rodino FB 

970 Broad Street 

FPS 

Paterson 

NJ 

Robert A. Roe FB 

200 Federal Plaza 

FPS 

Trenton 

NJ 

Clarkson S Fisher FB- 
US Ch 

402 East State Street 

FPS 

Albuquerque 

NM 


500 Gold Ave 

NPPD 

Albuquerque 

NM 

Sandia Lab 

Harden Avenue 

FPS 

Las Vegas 

NV 

Alan Bible Federal 
Buildinq 

600 Las Vegas Bivd, South 

FPS 

Las Vegas 

NV 

Lloyd D. George 
Courthouse 

333 Las Vegas Boulevard 

South 

FPS 

Reno 

NV 

C. Clifton Young FOB & 
Cths 

300 Booth St 

FPS 

Reno 

NV 


300 Booth Street 

FPS 

Albany 

NY 

Leo W O'Brien F8 

1 Clinton Ave 

FPS 

Binghamton 

NY 

Fed Bldg & CTHSE- 
Binqhamton 

15 Henry Street 

FPS 

Buffalo 

NY 

Ntaqara Center 

130 South Elmwood 

FPS 

Buffalo 

NY 

610 Main Street 

FPS 

Central Islip 

NY 

Monse M. D‘ Amato US 
Crthse 

Federal Plaza 

FPS 

New York- 
Marhattan 

NY 

Federal Bldg--201 

Varick St 

201 Varick Street 

FPS 

New York- 
Manhattan 

NY 

Alex Hamilton US Cast 
House 

1 Bowling Green 

FPS 

New YorK- 
Manhattan 

NY 

Jacob K. Javits FB/cil 

26 Federal Plaza 

FPS 

New York- 
Manhattan 

NY 

Ted Weiss Federal 
Buildinq 

290 Broadway NYC NY 


Plattsburqh 

NY 

25 McCarthy Drive 

25 McCarthy Drive 

FPS 

Syracuse 

NY 

James M Hanley FB 

100 South Clinton St. 

FPS 

Utica 

NY 

Alexander Pirnie FB 

Broad. Catherine, & John 

Streets 

FPS 

Akron 

OH 

Frank T Bow Federal 

2 South Main Street 

FPS 

Canton 

OH 

Frank T Bow Federal 

201 Cleveland Ave 

FPS 

Cincinnati 

OH 

John Weld Peck 

550 Main St 

FPS 

Cleveland 

OH 


1240 E Ninth Street 

FPS 

Columbus 

OH 

Kinnearv US Cthse 

85 Marconi Blvd. 

FPS 

Columbus 

OH 

Fed Parkinq Facility 

200 N Hiqh St 

FPS 

Toledo 

OH 

James M. Ashley and 
Thomas W L. Ashley US 
Courthouse 

1716 Spielbusch Ave 

FPS 

Youngstown 

OH 

Thomas D Lambros 

FOB 

125 Market Street 

FPS 

Oklahoma City 

OK 

OKC Federal Parking 
Garage 

200 NW 5th Street 

FPS 

Oklahoma City 

OK 

Oklahoma City Federal 
Buildinq 

301 NW6th Street 



230 







FPS 

Tutsa 

OK 


224 S Boulder Avenue 

FPS 

Tulsa 

OK 

1645 Soufli, 101st East 
Avenue 

1645 South, 101st East Avenue 

FPS 

Eugene 

OR 


211 E 7th Ave. Eugene, OR 
97401 

FPS 

Portland 

OR 

GUS J. Solomon Cthse 

620 SW Main St 

FPS 

Portland 

OR 

Stonehenge Tower 

4700 SW Council Crest Dr 

FPS 

Troutdale 

OR 

TrcHJtdale West Fed 

202 NW Graham Road 




Whse 


FPS 

Erie 

PA 

Erie Library 

27 South Park Row 

FPS 

Harrisburg 

PA 

R(Xiaid Reagan Federal 
Building 

228 Walnut Street 

IP-!SCD 

PhiladelDhia 

PA 


1301 Wriqhts Lane East 

FPS 

Philadelphia 

PA 

Wm J Green Jr FB 

600 Arch Street 

FPS 

Philadelphia 

PA 

Mellon Independ Ctr 

701 Market St. 

FPS 

Pittsburgh 

PA 

William S. Moorhead 

Fed. Bldq. 

100D Liberty Ave 

FPS 

Wilkes Barre 

PA 

Jewelco-r Building 

100 N. Wilkes Barre Blvd 

FPS 

Guavbano 

PR 


15 Millenium Park Plaza 

FPS 

Hato Rey, San 
Juan 

PR 

Degetau FB & Ruiz- 
Nazano CTHS 

150 Carlos E Chardon Street 

IP-PSCD 

Providence 

Rl 


380 Westminster Street. Suite 

345 

FPS 

Providence 

Rl 

380 Westminster Mall 

380 Westminster Mall 

FPS 

Columbia 

SC 

Matthev./ J, Perry, Jr, 
Parking 

1100 Richland Street 

FPS 

Columbia 

SC 

Strom Thurmond FB 

1835 Assembly Street 

FPS 

Florence 

SC 

J.L McMillan FB-Ct 

401 W Evans St 

IP-PSCO 

Pierre 

SD 


225 S Pierre Street 

FPS 

Rapid city 

SO 

FB Ct 

515 9th St 


Chattanooaa 

TN 



FPS 

Jackson 

IN 


109 South Highland 

FPS 

Knoxville 

TN 

John J. Duncan FB 

710 Locust Street 

FPS 

Memphis 

TN 

Clifford Davis-Odell 

Horton 

Federal Building 

FPS 


iim 

E Kefauver Fed Bldq 

801 Broadway 

FPS 




300 E. 8th Street 

FPS 

Dallas 

TX 

E Cabell 

FOB/USPO/Cths 

1100 Commerce Street 

FPS 

E! Paso 

TX 


700 E. San Antonio Street, RM 
E101 

FPS 

Fort Worth 

TX 

FG Lanham Fed Bldg 


FPS 

Fort Worth 

TX 

Fort Worth Federal Park 
Garage 

401 Texas 

FPS 

Ft Worth 

TX 


819 Taylor St 

FPS 

Grand Prairie 

TX 

National Health Bldq 

1901 Hwv 360 

IP-iSCD 

Houston 

TX 


191 9 Smith Street 

FPS 

Houston 

TX 

GT Leland Federal Bldq 

1919 Smith St 

FPS 

Laredo 

TX 

Laredo Post 
Office/courthouse 

1300 Matamoros Ave 

FPS 

Laredo 

TX 

Falcon Internationa! 

Bank Bldq 

5219 McPherson 

FPS 

Lubbock 

TX 

GH Mahon Fed 
Bldq/Courthouse 

1205 Texas 

FPS 

San Antonio 

TX 

San Antonio Federal 

Bldq West 

727 E Durango Boulevard 

FPS 

Tyler 

TX 

Tyler PcKt 
Office/courthouse 

221 W Ferguson Street 
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DiviSiK>n City 

f'ffs IWaco' ' 



i Buridiitg Address 

IX 

Waco Courthouse 

800 Franklin Street 

i FPS ! Oqden 

UT 


324 25th Street 

FPS 

Sait Lake City 

UT 

Frank E Moss 

Courtttouse 

350 S Main St 

FPS 

Sait Lake City 

UT 


125 South State Street 

FPS 

Alexandria 

VA 

Alexandria 

6315 Bren Mar Drive 

iP 

Arlinqton 

VA 

Bailston 

4601 North Fairfax Drive 

cs&c. ous 

Arlinqton 

VA 

Glebe 

1110 North Glebe Road 

US-VISiT, 

OUS 

Arlington 

VA 

FT. Myer 

1616 N. Fort Myer Drive 

IP 

Arlington 

VA 

Crystal Drive 

2451 Crystal Drive 

Arlington, VA 22202 

IP 

Arlington 

VA 

Jeff Davis 

1421 Jefferson Davis Hwy. 

FPS 

Charlottesville 

VA 


401 E. Market Street 

FPS 

Norfolk 

VA 

Federal Building 

200 Granbv Street 

FPS 

Richmond 

VA 

Federal Office Building 

400 N Eighth St 

FPS 

Richmond 

VA 

Standard Parking 
Corporation 

500 East Marshall Street 

FPS 

Roanoke 

VA 

Richard H Poff Fed Bldg 

210 Franklin Rd SW 

FPS 

Charlotte 

Amalie 

VI 

Ron De Lugo Fed Bldg- 
St Thomas 

5500 Veterans Drive 

FPS 

St Croix 

V! 

Almerlc Christian FB-St 
Croix 

3013 Estate Golden Rock 

IP-PSCD 

Williston 

VT 


426 Industrial Drive 

FPS 

Auburn 

WA 

Warehouse 5 

2201 C St SW 

FPS 

Federal Way 

WA 

East Camp US LI 

Building 

32125 32nd Avenue South 

FPS 

Kennewick 

WA 

Jump Off Joe Antenna 

Site 

Latitude 46 Deg 06' 1 1" N 
Longitude 

FPS 

Richland 

WA 

Fed Bldg USPO & Ch 

825 JADWINAVE 

FPS 

Seattle 

WA 


909 First Avenue 

FPS 

Seattle 

WA 


915 Second Avenue 

FPS 

Spokane 

WA 

Thomas Foley US 
Courthouse 

920 W Riverside Ave. 

FPS 

Spokane 

WA 


W. 904 Riverside Ave. 

FPS 

Madison 

W! 

740 Regent 

740 Reqent Street 

FPS 

Milwaukee 

Wl 

Fed Bldg & US Cthse 

517 E Wisconsin Ave 

FPS 

Milwaukee 

Wl 


517 E Wisconsin 

FPS 

Charleston 


Robert C. Byrd FB & 
Courthouse 

300 Virginia Street East 

FPS 

Clarksburg 

wv 

Huntington National 

Bank Bldg 

230 West Pike Street 

FPS 

Huntington 

wv 

Sidney L Christie FB 

845 5th Avenue 

FPS 

Martinsburq 

wv 

U S. Courthouse 

217 West Kinq Street 

FPS 

Parkersburg 

wv 

Federal Office Building 

425 Juliana Street 

!P-PSCD 

Cheyenne 

WY 

Joseph C. O’Mahoney 
Fed Center 

2120 Capital Avenue 

FPS 

Cheyenne 

WY 

FOB 

308 W 21st St 1 


Fuzzing 


Question: To what extent is DHS using, or exploring, the techniques and technologies known as '‘fuzzing," to 
protect against unknovvn vulnerabilities. I realize some form of this technique has existed for a while, but I 
think that both NATO and NSA have an interest in the latest versions of this technology. 
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ANSWER: 

DBS's Control Systems Security Program runs the Advanced Vulnerability Discovery facility, which is located 
at Idaho National Laboratory'. This facility routinely uses techniques commonly known as ‘'fuzzing'* to test 
industrial control systems products for vulnerabilities in partnership with control systems vendors. To secure 
the products that operate our CIKR. these vulnerabilities are then disclosed to the product vendors to support the 
development of mitigations. 

In addition. DBS supports vulnerability discovery in other key software products through the Software 
Engineering Institute, a federally funded research and development center, which uses '‘fuzzing" as one of many 
tools to discover vulnerabilities and facilitate mitigation efforts. Due to the breadth of available software and 
system configuration options, providing a full assessment of possible vulnerabilities is not possible. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE David Price 

Under Secretary Rand Beers, National Protection and Programs 
Directorate (NPPD) 

Deputy Under Secretary Phil Reitinger, NPPD 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 201 2 Budget Request - NPPD 
March 3U 2011 


Cyber Security : NPPD*s Relationships with the Private Sector 

Question: The NASDAQ, energy companies, pharmaceuticals, defense companies, the chemical industiy'. and 
Google have all experienced recent cyber attacks, so the threat of cyber attacks disrupting on-line activities is 
large and very dispersed. No one seems to be immune from these troubling attacks, which in the private sector 
could cause millions, if not billions, in economic losses, not to mention the disruption of daily life for those 
affected. NPPD works with the private sector to help them identify and prepare responses to a major cyber 
attack, but not everyone is forthcoming about the attacks in the first place. How well protected is the US 
industrial base from cyber attacks? Do weaknesses still exist in the private sector? 

ANSWER: 

The United Stales industrial base is sufficiently diverse and unique as to make drawing general conclusions 
about the overall preparedness difficult, but the Department of Homeland Security's (DHS's) National 
Protection and Programs Directorate (NPPD) can offer several observations based on its collaborative activities 
with private sector critical infrastructure. In the current cybcrsecurity environment, offense wins, and much 
needs to be done to make all networks more defensible and better defended. 

Many members of the United States industrial base are fully cognizant of the need for cybersecurity and 
actively participate in the cybersecurily-related programs offered by NPPD's National Cyber Security Division 
(NCSD). The volume of requests for onsite assessments through NCSD's Cyber Security Evaluations and 
Control Systems Security programs continues to rise each year. As to how well-protected industry is. the level 
of cybersecurity preparedness is understandably varied across different sectors and even within sectors. Many 
companies are well-prepared and have devoted considerable resources to improving and maintaining proper 
cybersecurity; however, there are certainly companies and critical infra.slruclure organizations that do not yet 
have adequate cybcrsecurity measures in place. Although NCSD cannot comment on specific industries, 
organizations, and individual protective measures, it is fair to assume that there remain cybcrsecurity 
vulnerabilities and weaknesses in the private sector. 

Because cyber threats are continuously evolving, weaknesses will likely always exist. Although the private 
sector is ultimately responsible for the security of its networks, DHS participates in various information sharing 
processes to facilitate cross-sector shared situational awareness to reduce risks to the private sector. For 
example, the United States Computer Emergency Readiness Team (US-CERT). in conjunction with the 
Department of Defense's (DOD) Defense Cyber Crime Center (DC3), participates in an information sharing 
pilot with the Financial Services Information Sharing and Analysis Center (FS-ISAC). This bi-directional 
cybcrsecurity information sharing pilot uses compartments within the US-CERT portal. DC3 provides 
members of the FS-ISAC Threat Intelligence Committee with timely network cybcrsecurity protection and 
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remediation information, which they may then use to protect their members' networks. In turn, the FS-ISAC 
Threat Intelligence Committee members are able to provide anonymized analysis, attack, and damage 
assessment information for further analysis and distribution by DHS and DOD to other public and private sector 
partners. 

To enhance collaboration, NCSD established additional information sharing pilots. For example, it is 
establishing agreements with members of the Information and Communication Technology (ICT) community 
that include cybersecurity vendors. This bilateral information sharing initiative will allow US-CERT to provide 
participating ICT members with infonnation that they can then apply to the protection of their customers, which 
includes small and large critical infrastructure and key resources (CIKR) companies. Additionally, NCSD is 
participating in the Cybersecurily Information Sharing Forum pilot, in which DHS conducts cross-sector 
analysis on information provided by member companies. NCSD is developing a strategy to synchronize these 
various initiatives and pilots to create a scalable information sharing framework, enhance collaboration among 
the Federal Government and the CIKR owners and operators, and leverage private and public sector expertise to 
respond coilaborativcly to cross-sector incidents. 

In addition, DHS has been working with iSACs to identify Top Secret/Sensitive Compartmented Information- 
cleared private sector liaisons to the National Cybersecurity and Communications Integration Center (NCCIC) 
floor. Currently, the NCCIC has representatives from the Information Technology ISAC and Multi-State ISAC. 
These liaisons provide a direct, physical link between DHS and represented private sector entities. 


Question: DHS is responsible for the security of Federal civilian networks. DoD is responsible for the security 
of Federal military networks and offensive computer capabilities through its cyber command. Who is 
responsible for repelling attacks on private computer networks or helping those systems recover after an attack? 
Do they ask for federal help? 

ANSWER: 

The private sector ultimately is responsible for the security of its networks. However, private sector entities can 
and do request assistance from the Federal Government. DHS, pursuant to statutory authority and presidential 
directives, is responsible for coordinating cyber protection and response for critical infrastructure. As a result, 
if a private sector entity requests assistance from the Government. DHS may provide onsite or remote assistance 
to perform analysis and recommend mitigation actions through US-CERT and/or the Industrial Control 
Systems-Cyber Emergency Response Team {ICS-CER'f). 

This onsite assistance capability assists private sector organizations in detecting the scope of the malicious 
activity and determining mitigation actions to protect the system from current and future attacks or breaches. 
After a Request for Technical Assistance is established with the private sector organization, US-CERT provides 
onsite coordinators and analysts to help with the response. In addition, US-CERT provides virtual assistance to 
the onsite team from the US-CERT Operations Center. Based on an analysis of the information from the initial 
private sector entity. US-CERT develops an outreach and mitigation plan to notify and assist in providing 
detection and protection guidance to other private sector entities. As needed during the response, US-CERT 
coordinates with other national cyber centers and interagency partners. 

When the response efforts involve an industrial control system, DHS's ICS-CERT conducts the onsite response. 
The ICS-CERT deploys fty-avvay teams to help asset owners identify and mitigate a cyber incident. These 
teams are staffed with subject matter experts on industrial control systems and cyber forensics analysis, and 
they are available at no charge to critical infrastructure stakeholders to help them deal with the effects of a cyber 
incident and mitigate potential cascading effects on other sector members, other sectors, and the general public. 
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DHS's onsite assistance efforts generate attack vector, vulnerability, and mitigation knowledge, which supports 
the Department's facilitation of cross-sector shared situational awareness. For example, this knowledge is 
leveraged in the development of US-CERT and ICS-CERT products, which arc distributed to public and private 
sector partners. It also adds additional context to data and information analyzed in connection with the FS- 
ISAC pilot, the Cybersecurity Information Sharing Forum pilot, and public-private interaction on the NCCIC 
floor. 


Ammonium Nitrate Regulations 

Question: Based on Section 563 of the FY 2008 Appropriations Act for DHS. NPPD has been tasked with 
regulating the sale and transfer of ammonium nitrate (AN) by an ammonium nitrate facility. ...to prevent the 
misappropriation or use of ammonium nitrate in an act of terrorism. Ammonium nitrate is primarily used in 
fertilizer and in explosives. Regulations would make it hm-der for terrorist to acquire this compound for 
homemade explosives. 

According to the 2008 Act. persons or companies wishing to sell or purcha.se ammonium nitrate must register, 
receive a background check, the seller must verify that the purcha.ser can procure ammonium nitrate, must keep 
records on the sales, and must report any theft within 24 hours. The regulatory process began in 2009. DHS 
issued an advanced notice of proposed rulemaking and received numerous comments that they have been 
incorporating into regulations. No final regulations have been issued yet even though NPPD has hired staff to 
enforce these new regulations. What is the status of the ammonium nitrate regulations? 


ANSWER: 

On February 28, 2011. the Department submitted to the White House’s Office of Management and Budget the 
Ammonium Nitrate Security Program Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM). which includes the 
Ammonium Nitrate Security Program NPRM preamble, proposed regulatory text, and a regulatory evaluation. 
Upon completion of this review, the NPRM will be finalized and published in the Federal Register for public 
review and comment. 


Question: Based on the outreach you have conducted to date, where are the points that industry and purchasers 
of ammonium nitrate have expressed concerns over? How are you addressing them? 

ANSWER: 

On October 29. 2008. DHS published an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking soliciting comments from 
industry and the public on the potential regulation of ammonium nitrate sales and transfers. (See 73 Fed. Reg. 
64.280.) DHS received various commenfs, including concerns raised by individuals within the potentially 
regulated community, regarding the potential cost impact of regulations on the use of ammonium nitrate; the 
potential use of information technology tools for regulatory compliance when portions of the potentially 
regulated community may not have ready access to the Internet: and the potential for regulatory requirements 
redundant with those currently being enforced by the Bureau of Alcohol. Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives 
under its explosives authorities. The Department has considered each of these concerns throughout the 
development of the proposed regulations and will address them in the NPRM. 


Question: When do you believe we will see a final regulation? 
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ANSWER: 

DHS is in the process of finalizing the NPRM for publication. The timeframe for development of the final 
regulation is contingent in large part on external factors such as the scope and number of comments received 
during the NPRM's public review period. As a result, the Department cannot make a specific projection at this 
time. 


Federal Protective Service 


Question: As you are aware, a Michigan man was charged last week with leaving an explosive in a federal 
building in Detroit. The FBI is not calling it a bomb, but there were explosive components inside the metal box 
that were left at the building. The most disturbing part of this incident is that a contracted Federal Protective 
Service guard might have actually brought the box inside the building and left it there unexamined for three 
weeks , perhaps thinking it belonged to a nearby construction crew. That is according to an anonymous source 
in a Washington Post article. What can you tell us about this incident and how' it was handled by the Federal 
Protective Service? 

ANSWER: 

On February 26, 201 1. a contract security guard, otherwise known as a Protective Security Officer (PSO), 
assigned to the McNamara Federal Building at 477 Michigan Ave., Detroit, MI. brought a canvas bag into the 
facility and placed it under the security console where it remained for 2 1 days. During this interim 2 1 -day 
period, the bag was screened/examined on at least one occasion by other PSOs. but the contents were not 
coirectly identified, and the bag was returned to its position under the security console. On March 18, 201 1 . 
another PSO notified Federal Protective Ser\4cc (FPS) inspectors of the .suspicious package. FPS inspectors 
placed the bag into the x-ray machine for further inspection and determined that it contained wires and a bottle 
with liquid contents. The bag was taken outside of the facility to a secured area that has no pedestrian or 
vehicle access, and the Detroit Police Department Bomb Squad was notified of the suspicious package. The 
Detroit Police Department Bomb Squad responded, and the suspicious package was determined to be an 
Improvised Explosive Device (lED). FPS subsequently worked with the Federal Bureau of Investigation on the 
investigation into the incident, which resulted in the arrest of Gaiy Mikulich for placing the lED outside the 
McNamara Federal Building. 

On March 21, 2011. FPS regional leadership met with representatives from DECO. Inc., the company that 
provided the PSO. to discuss the gravity of the incident. DHCO subsequently fired the PSO who brought the 
suspicious package into the facility. On March 23. 2011. the FPS Director advised all contract providers in 
writing that following post orders and responding appropriately to suspicious packages, persons, and vehicles Is 
paramount in ensuring the safety of the PSOs. the tenants, and visitors to Federal facilities protected by FPS. 

On March 29. 2011. FPS began providing refresher training to PSOs on the proper response to unattended or 
suspicious bags and packages at the McNamara Federal Building. FPS is conducting a series of briefings, 
meetings, and engagements with tenants and concerned parlies in Detroit to provide updates on the progress of 
its plans for refresher training and to answer questions. To address the situation nationally. FPS will provide 
regional briefings for Federal tenants to outline its plans to conduct refresher training at Federal facilities 
throughout the country. 

On April 14, 201 1. the Contracting Officer assessed a contract deduction of $1 8.098 on DECO's invoice for 
March services. The Federal Government did not pay for the nonconforming ser\ ices rendered by DECO 
during the period in which the article containing the explosive device was mishandled and undetected. 


Question: Are all contracted security guards for Federal buildings trained on how to handle unattended or 
otherw ise suspicious packages? What is the nature of that training? 
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ANSWER: 

Contracted PSOs receive 64 hours of contractor-provided training. This training, which includes specific 
guidance on how to handle unattended or suspicious items and packages, is primarily classroom-based and 
guided by FPS's Security Guard Information Manual (SGIM). All PSOs must demonstrate their knowledge 
and understanding of this instruction by successfully passing a written examination based on the SGIM. 
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The Honorable Robert Aderholt 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 

Opening Statement: 

Terrorist Travel 

Witnesses: 

Principal Deputy Director Geoff O’Connell, NCTC 
Director Tim Healy, TSC 

Deputy Assistant Commissioner Kevin McAleenan, CBP Field Operations 
Joe Salvator, Director of Vetting Operations, TSA TTAC 
John Woods, Deputy Assistant Director (National Security Division), ICE HSI 

10:00 AM I Friday | April 1, 2011 


The Subcommittee is called to order [ gentle Strike ] 


This morning we welcome a panel of distinguished civil servants 
to discuss an issue critical to homeland security - what our Nation is 
doing to detect, deter, and interdict terrorist travel. The panel is 
comprised not only of witnesses from the Department of Homeland 
Security, but also other agencies central to counter-terrorism efforts. 
They are: 

Principal Deputy Director Geoff [Jeff] O’Connell of the National 
Counter Terrorism Center or NCTC. Most important for today’s 
briefing, NCTC manages the consolidated repository of information on 
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international terrorist identities called the Terrorist Identities Datamart 
Environment (TIDE). TIDE is a classified database. 

Second, we have Director Tim Healy of the Terrorist Screening 
Center, responsible for the Terrorist Screening Database or TSDB. The 
TSDB is the terrorist watch list which holds unclassified identifiers of all 
known and suspected terrorists for use by screening agencies. 

Our briefers from DHS are more familiar. We have: 

• Deputy Assistant Commissioner Kevin McAleenan [Mac-A-lean-in], 
of CBP Field Operations; 

• Joe Salvator [Sal-va-tour], the Director of Vetting Operations in 
TSA’s Office of Transportation Threat Assessment and Credentialing 
or TTAC; and 

• John Woods, the Director of the National Security Division within 
ICE’S Homeland Security Investigations. 

We are also joined by Ben Stefano, Branch Chief of the Terrorist 
Travel and Immigration Security division of DHS Intelligence and 
Analysis. 

Thank you all for being here today. As I stated earlier, this is a 
critical topic where significant investments have been made across the 
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U.S. government since the September 1 1* attacks. Despite those 
investments, we still have a long way to go - recognizing that the enemy 
is far more agile in adapting its tactics to defeat our security measures 
than we are in implementing new countermeasures. 

We know well that the threat to our Nation has not subsided - in 
fact, as Secretary Napolitano said, “...in some ways the threat facing us 
is at its most heightened state since the [9/1 1] attacks.” Aviation 
remains a fascinating target to our enemies. Yet, turning to our topic 
today, our global transportation system is also where terrorists are 
perhaps the most vulnerable as well. 

As the 9/1 1 Commission Report observed, terrorists must utilize 
the travel system to meet, train, plan, case targets, and gain access to 
targets to carry out attacks. “International travel presents great danger, 
because [terrorists]... must surface to pass through regulated channels, 
present themselves to border security officials, or attempt to circumvent 
inspection points.” This means we have opportunities, albeit limited 
opportunities, to detect terrorists in travel and interrupt their plans. 

So, today. Gentlemen, we would like to hear from you about what 
the U.S. government is doing to detect terrorist travel into, out of, and 
within the United States, as well as in the global transportation system. 
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Further, when terrorists are detected, what are we doing to use those 
opportunities to interrupt their plans and thwart attacks? 

More specifically, how are we gathering and sharing the 
intelligence needed to “connect the dots” amid the sea of information? 
How are agencies sharing that critical information to ensure our 
screening systems catch known terrorists? And how are we utilizing 
intelligence generally about terrorist tactics and behaviors to target and 
identify unknown terrorists in the travel system? 

Our screening systems are only as good as the information 
available to them for screening - whether that is the number of 
identifiers present in the watch list or the quality of Secure Flight data 
submissions by passengers. However, there are no silver bullets - even 
with perfect information, front line operators need that information at the 
right time and place to take the right action. 

All of you live with this challenge every day as you do your part to 
detect, deter, and inten'upt terrorist travel and plans. For that reason, we 
appreciate you being here today to share your insights and perspective. 
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Before you begin the briefing, I would like to recognize the 
Subcommittee’s distinguished Ranking Member, Mr. Price, for any 
remarks he may wish to make. 



TIMOTHY J. HEALY 

Director 


Timothy J. Healy was appointed Director of the Terrorist Screening Center on May 5. 2009, 

Mr. Healy began his career with the Federal Bureau of Investigation as a Special Agent in 1 986, After 
completing Quantico. his first office of assignment was Salt Lake City where he worked a variety of 
criminal violations to include all types of White Collar Crime and Reactive work. He was later assigned 
to a three-man resident agency (RA) and worked telemarketing fraud, bank fraud, bank robberies, fraud 
by wire, murder for hire, and murder on government reservations. In 1989. he initiated "Operation 
Disconnect." which was a proactive telemarketing investigation that eventually included 15 field 
divisions and culminated in the successful conviction of 402 fraudulent telemarketers. In 1 995. he was 
awarded the Attorney General's Award for Exceptional Service for serving as the primary undercover 
agent on the Montana Freemen case. 

In 1997. Mr. Healy was promoted to FBI Headquarters Economic Crime Unit as the Telemarketing 
Program Manager, In 2000, he initiated the Internet Fraud Complaint Center and was promoted as its 
first Unit Chief. During the 9,/| I crisis, he directed his staff to develop a Web page to receive on-line tips 
from the Internet, which is now used to "Submit a Tip" to the FBI. The Internet Fraud Complaint Center 
received the Excellent.gov Award, in 2002. he transferred to the Baltimore Field Office as a Supervisory 
Special Agent where he supervised the Innocent Images Squad and, later, a Computer Intrusion Squad. 
While in Baltimore, he developed a software system to track suspicious activity. It was called the 
Baltimore Terrorist Tracking System (BATTS), which was later adopted by FBIHQ and is now known as 
GUARDIAN. 

in 2003. the Director assigned Mr. Healy to stand up the new Terrorist Screening Center (TSC). He was 
later promoted as the Deputy Director of the TSC responsible for Operations, Administrative and 
Information Technology Branches. For his efforts at the TSC, Mr. Healy received the Director's Award 
for Outstanding Information Management. In 2006. he was designated Assistant Special Agent in Charge 
of the Washington Field Intelligence Division. In 2007. he was promoted Special Agent in charge of the 
Intelligence Division for the Washington Field Office. In 2008, he was designated Deputy Assistant 
Director of Law Enforcement Targeting and Response Branch within the Directorate of Intelligence. 

Mr. Healy graduated from Benedictine University in 1979 with a Bachelor of Arts Degree. He began his 
career as an Officer in the United States Marine Corps, completed Naval Flight Training and was ordered 
to Marine Corps Air Station Cherry Point, where he flew AV8 Harrier Jump Jets. Mr. Healy is married 
and has six children. 
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U.S. Customs and 
Border Protection 


Kevin K. McAleenan 

Deputy Assistant Commissioner, Office of Field Operations 

U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 

Kevin K. McAleenan was appointed Deputy Assistant Commissioner, Office of Field Operations 
(OFO), in July 2010. In this capacity, he is responsible for overseeing border security, trade 
compliance, anti-smuggling, and passenger operations as well as overseeing the programs and 
operations of 20 major field offices and 327 ports of entry with staff of more than 28,000 
employees and an operating budget of $3.,3 billion (FYIO), 

Mr. McAleenan has served with distinction in numerous leadership capacities at CBP and U.S. 
Customs as a member of the Senior Executive Service. He began his government service in 
October 2001 as Counselor and Senior Policy Advisor to the Commissioner of U.S. Customs 
(subsequently CBP beginning in 2003), advising the Commissioner on all policy matters 
including antiterrorism, intelligence, and targeting. 

In August 2003. Mr. McAleenan was named Director, Office of Anti-Terrorism, where he was 
responsible for ensuring that CBP was maximizing its antiterrorism efforts with regard to CBP's 
border security mission, and within the Federal law enforcement community, national 
intelligence community, and homeland security structure. He also developed CBP-wide 
antiterrorism policy directives, including procedures for responding to encounters with potential 
terrorists seeking to enter the United States, and protocols for responding to and resolving 
radiation detection equipment alarms. 

Mr. McAleenan became the Executive Director of the Office of Anti-Terrorism in April 2006. 
Mr. McAleenan managed the Commissioner's Situation Room and led CBP's incident 
management operations, oversaw CBP's Continuity of Operations Plan, and coordinated CBP’s 
participation in the Proliferation Security Initiative. 

From October 2006 to February 2008, he was the Area Port Director at Los .Angeles 
International Airport. In that capacity, Mr. McAleenan managed more than 1 ,000 employees and 
directed CBP’s security operations at LAX and 1 7 other airport facilities, including major 
passenger operations at LAX and Las Vegas McCarran International Airport, that screened 9 
million passengers and over 1 .5 million cargo shipments annually. 

Most recently, from February 2008 to June 2010, Mr. McAleenan held the position of Vice 
President of The Sentinel HS Group, LLC, a strategic consulting firm specializing in advising 
public sector entities regarding the design and implementation of homeland security programs 
and policies and private sector clients on homeland security related projects and services. Mr. 
McAleenan was an officer of the firm and led the firm's Risk Assessment and practice group. 
Among his accomplishments are a study of Mexico's Southern Border, including 
recommendations for strengthening security, both at and between ports of entry, for the Inter- 
American Development Bank (IDB) and the Government of Mexico. 
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U. S. Customs and 
Border Protection 


At The Sentinel US Group, Mr. McAleenan also advised the Transportation Security 
Administration's Secure Flight program, an aviation security program that vets commercial air 
passengers against portions of the United States' Terrorist Screening Database. In addition. Mr. 
McAleenan advised the government of the United Kingdom regarding the development of its 
newly created UK Border Agency, with a particular emphasis on procedures for responding to 
watch list matches; interagency vetting and coordination; management of operational centers; 
and change management issues w'ith front-line employees involved in a significant transition. 

Prior to his government service. Mr. McAleenan practiced law in California for three years. He 
received his Juris Doctor degree from the University of Chicago Law School in 1998 after 
earning a Bachelor of Arts Degree from Amherst College. Amherst. Massachusetts in 1994. 

Mr. McAleenan is the recipient of the Service to America Medal. Call to Service Award (2005); 
the Antiterrorism Award (Commissioner's 2004 Award Ceremony); and numerous performance 
awards at CBP from 2001-2007. 

Mr. McAleenan lives in Virginia with his wife and two children. 
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John "Geoff" O'Connell 

Principal Deputy Director 
National Counterterrorism Center 


John "Geoff" O'Connell was appointed as the National Counterterrorism 
Center's Principal Deputy Director in June 2008. He is a thirty-three year 
veteran of the CIA's National Clandestine Service where he spent the 
majority of his career in senior clandestine assignments overseas - most 
involving counterterrorism. Among his domestic assignments, he served as 
Deputy Chief of the FBI's International Terrorism Operations Section, Chief 
of CIA's Counterterrorist Center and Special Assistant to the Director of 
Central Intelligence for the Middle East Peace Process. 

Mr. O'Connell is a graduate of Amherst College. He is the recipient of 
numerous domestic and foreign awards. 
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Joseph C. Salvator 

Mr. Salvator has over fifteen years of managerial experience in intelligence, security , and law 
enforcement at the federal level. He has held senior executive positions within the FBI. The Department 
of Homeland Security' (DHS), and served as an Officer in the United States Marine Corps. 

Mr. Salvator has over eight years with the Department of Homeland Security's (DHS) Transportation 
Security Administration (TSA). He currently leads the Vetting Operations Division for TSA's 
Transportation Threat Assessment and Credentialing Office (TTAC), which is responsible for the daily 
vetting of a transportation industry population that totals over 13 million. Mr. Salvator was instrumental 
in implementation of Secure Flight, which effectively vets 2 million airline passengers on a daily basis to 
identify potential terrorist threats. This program has proven one of DHS' most effective counter terrorism 
efforts to date. Mr. Salvator is viewed as one of the Nation's leading authorities on vetting programs to 
protect U.S. transportation. 

Prior to his current assignment, Mr. Salvator was a Senior Executive in the Federal Bureau of 
Investigations (FBI) where he served as the principal advisor for Intelligence to the FBI's Assistant 
Director for Counterterrorism. In this role he served as the principle intelligence integration advisor to 
the FBI Director and Assistant Director for Counterterrorism. He was the senior FBI official responsible 
for formally coordinating finished intelligence products within the Intelligence Community, and preparing 
counterterrorism intelligence products for The President of the United States. The U.S. Attorney General, 
The Director of the FBI, and other senior level government olTicials on the President's national security 
team. 


Mr. Salvator's previous leadership positions in DHS/TSA also include: Deputy' Federal Security Director 
for Baltimore Washington International Airport (BWI) and Deputy' Assistant Administrator for 
Intelligence at TSA. Mr. Salvator was a key DHS/TSA executive in the Government's response to the 
August 2006 U.S./U.K. aviation plot, and one of his key accomplishments, in this assignment, was his 
contribution to the establishment of two of the U.S. Government's most robust terrorist watch lists. The 
'‘No-Fly’' and “Selectee" lists. 

Mr. Salvator holds a Bachelors Degree in Criminal Justice (Magna Cum Laude) from Norwich 
University, Military' College of Vermont, and a Masters Degree in Criminal Justice Administration from 
Chaminade University' of Honolulu. 

He and his family reside in Annapolis, Maryland. 
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Benjamin J. Stefano is the Chief of the Terrorist Travel and Immigration Security Branch in the Office of 
Intelligence and Analysis (l&A) at the Department of Homeland Security, His team is responsible for 
providing timely intelligence analysis in support of DHS operations, programs and initiatives designed to 
detect, track and disrupt terrorist travel. Prior to joining l&A in 2005, Mr. Stefano served as a senior 
intelligence consultant to Customs and Border Protection's (CBPs) Office of Intelligence. At CBP, from 
2004-2005, he helped implement their post-911 Counterterrorism transformation initiative, focusing on 
improving terrorist travel intelligence analysis. Mr. Stefano separated in 2004 from the U.S. Navy after 
honorably serving 7 years as an Intelligence officer in a variety of posts. 

Mr. Stefano received a Masters degree in International Public Policy at Johns Hopkins University School 
of Advanced International Studies, and a Bachelor of Arts degree in History and Biology at the State 
University of New York in Geneseo. 
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FAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

[Clerk’s note. — The Department has redacted classified infor- 
mation from this transcript.] 

Opening Statement: Chairman Aderholt 

Mr. Aderholt. The hearing is called to order. Today we have a 
classified briefing to discuss the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity’s programs related to weapons of mass destruction. We expect 
to begin with a discussion of current risk and threat scenarios. The 
Department of Homeland Security programs to detect and deter 
such threats, and countermeasures being developed and deployed. 

To help us better understand these programs, we welcome War- 
ren Stern, director of the Domestic Nuclear Detection Office, 
DNDO, in his first appearance before the subcommittee, and Dr. 
Alexander Garza, Assistant Secretary of Health Affairs and the De- 
partment’s chief medical officer who is returning to us. So welcome 
to both of you. 

Although I understand you will both submit unclassified seg- 
ments for the record, this hearing is intended to cover discussion 
of material that may rise to the secret level. I expect your presen- 
tations and the questions and concerns members may raise will fall 
in both classified and unclassified areas. 

Before we begin, I would like to remind members and staff that 
because information we receive over the next 2 hours is highly clas- 
sified, it is not to be repeated in any unsecure setting or for any 
other than official purposes. 

We will have an official transcript that will be classified at the 
secret level, although we will ask the Department to review it and 
provide a redacted version, which, if appropriate, we will publish 
as part of our public hearing record. There will be no electronic de- 
vices — that includes pagers, BlackBerrys, or cell phones — in the 
hearing. If someone has inadvertently brought such a device into 
the room, please give it to our staff who will safeguard it outside 
until the hearing is over. 

The threat that weapons of mass destruction could be used by 
terrorists or other adversaries to attack the United States home- 
land has been a central driver of all of DHS operational agencies. 
These include CBP and ICE which seek to identify and deter weap- 
ons of mass destruction that could cross our borders or damage 
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international supply chains: The Coast Guard, responsible for secu- 
rity of our coasts, ports, and sea lanes; TSA, which overseas trans- 
portation and other infrastructure security; and the Secret Service, 
whose protective mission also entails planning for scenarios involv- 
ing threats of chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear at- 
tacks; planning and grant assistance through FEMA and the Na- 
tional Protection and Programs Directorate; training at the Federal 
Law Enforcement Training Center; and the S&T research pro- 
grams are also heavily focused on weapons of mass threats. 

For DNDO and OHA, addressing weapons of mass destruction is 
the priority mission. The Department of Homeland Security has re- 
sponsibility through your offices to plan for and support develop- 
ment for new detection technology; lead interagency efforts to de- 
sign and develop architects to detect and respond to threats; and 
to sustain testing, red-teaming, and forensic capability. And these 
efforts could not be more critical. 

As outlined in public reports, al Qaeda and its leadership have 
for years called for the use of weapons of mass destruction against 
the United States. This has never changed and it is clearly a rea- 
son for vigilance with regard to new and continuing threats from 
them and their confederates. 

In addition, the threat of biological or chemical weapons is not 
trivial and there is much basis to remain vigilant. The memories 
of the sarin gas attacks on the Tokyo subway system or the 2001 
anthrax attacks in the United States are vivid examples. 

The fundamental questions we hope you address today include, 
number one, a review of the current threat environment in which 
your agencies have built your missions; number two, what unique 
roles your agencies play not only with the Department of Home- 
land Security, but in the larger national effort to plan for and ad- 
dress these threats; and number three, how DNDO’s core mission 
may change with the shift of basic R&D to the S&T Directorate. 

Given the crucial importance of this topic to our security and to 
perhaps our very own way of life, I expect an animated discussion 
here this afternoon. 

I will ask Director Stern, to be followed by Assistant Secretary 
Garza, to summarize your written testimony in a brief oral state- 
ment to allow sufficient time for members’ questions. 

Before you begin, I would like to recognize our distinguished 
ranking member, Mr. Price, for any remarks that he may have. 
And also I would like to recognize that Stephanie Gupta is having 
a birthday today, who is the clerk of the subcommittee. Stephanie 
is clerk on the minority side. And we wish her a happy birthday. 

And we will turn it over to you, Mr. Price. 

[The information follows:] 
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Hearing is called to order [ gentle strike of gavel ] - 

Today we will have a classified briefing to diseuss the Department 
of Homeland Security’s programs related to weapons of mass 
destruction (WMD). We expect to begin with a discussion of current 
risk and threat scenarios; the DHS programs to detect and deter such 
threats; and countermeasures being developed and deployed. 
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To help us better understand these programs, we welcome Warren 
Stem, Director of the Domestic Nuclear Detection Office (DNDO), in 
his first appearance before the Subcommittee, and Dr. Alexander Garza, 
Assistant Secretary for Health Affairs and the Department’s Chief 
Medical Officer who is returning before us. Although I understand you 
both will submit unclassified statements for the record, this hearing is 
intended to cover discussion of material that may rise to the Secret level. 
I expect your presentations and the questions and concerns members 
may raise will fall into both classified and unclassified areas. 

The threat that weapons of mass destruction could be used by 
terrorists or other adversaries to attack the U.S. homeland has been a 
central driver of all DHS operational agencies. These include CBP and 
ICE, which seek to identify and deter WMD that could cross our borders 
or damage international supply chains; the Coast Guard, responsible for 
security of our coasts, ports, and sea lanes; TSA, which oversees 
transportation and other infrastructure security; and the Secret Service, 
whose protective mission also entails planning for scenarios involving 
threats of chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear attacks. 

Planning and grant assistance through FEMA and the National 
Protection and Programs Directorate (NPPD); training at the Federal 
Law Enforcement Training Center (FLETC); and S&T research 
programs also are heavily focused on WMD threats. 
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For DNDO and OHA, addressing WMD is the priority mission. 
DHS has responsibility, through your offices, to plan for and support 
development of new detection technology, lead interagency efforts to 
design and develop architectures to detect and respond to threats, and to 
sustain testing, red teaming, and forensic capability. 

And these efforts could not be more critical. As outlined in public 
reports, al Qaeda and its leadership have for years called for the use of 
WMD against the United States. This has not changed, and it is clearly 
a reason for vigilance with regard to new and continuing threats from 
them. In addition, the threat of biological or chemical threats is 
nontrivial, and there is much basis to remain vigilant - the memories of 
the sarin gas attacks on the Tokyo subway system, or the 2001 anthrax 
attacks in the U.S. are vivid examples. 

The fundamental questions we hope you address today include: 

=> a review of the current threat environment on which your agencies 
have built your missions; 

what unique roles your agencies play, not only within DHS, but in the 
larger national effort to plan for and address these threats; 

=>how DNDO’s core mission may change with the shift of basic R&D 
to the S&T Directorate; and 
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=>the sharing and coordination of information. 

Given the critical importance of this topic, to our security and 
perhaps our very way of life, I expect an animated discussion today. 

I will ask Director Stern, followed by Assistant Secretary Garza, to 
summarize your written testimony in a brief oral statement to allow 
sufficient time for member questions. Before you begin, however, let 
me recognize our distinguished ranking member, Mr. Price, for any 
remarks he have. 
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Opening Statement: Ranking Member Price 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I join you in wishing 
happy birthday to Stephanie Gupta and welcoming our witnesses 
here today. This hearing takes place as we all realize that terror- 
ists are determined to attack our country again. Osama bin laden 
has made it known that obtaining weapons of mass destruction is 
a top priority and that, in his own words, al Qaeda seeks to inflict 
an attack akin to Hiroshima on American soil. Al Qaeda in the 
Arabian Peninsula has voiced similar desires. 

While the most widely used definition of “weapons of mass de- 
struction” consists of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons 
with the unique ability to kill large numbers of people with a very 
small amount of material, in this hearing we will primarily focus 
on the nuclear and biological threats. 

Since the end of the Cold War the U.S. has spent billions to suc- 
cessfully secure nuclear weapons, materials and technology in the 
former states of the Soviet Union. However, during this same pe- 
riod, the world has also witnessed a new era of proliferation with 
North Korea and Iran, passing key milestones in developing their 
nuclear weapons programs. In the Middle East and Asia, nuclear 
arms rivalries have intensified. In Pakistan, Dr. A.Q. Kahn led a 
nuclear proliferation network that served as a one-stop shop for 
countries aspiring to develop nuclear weapons. 

If not constrained, this continued proliferation could prompt nu- 
clear crises and even nuclear use at the very time that we and the 
Russians are reducing our nuclear weapons deployments and stock- 
piles. 

While advancements in biotechnology have led to important 
progress in the medical field, it has also increased the availability 
of pathogens and technologies that could be used for terrorist ends. 
Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula has had a particular interest 
in these biological weapons along with other attack methods. Many 
biological pathogens and nuclear materials around the globe are 
poorly secured and vulnerable to theft, with the risk of ending up 
on the black market and thus inevitably in the hands of terrorists. 

In December of 2008, the commission on the Prevention of Weap- 
ons of Mass Destruction, Proliferation, and Terrorism issued a re- 
port noting that, quote, unless the world community acts decisively 
and with great urgency, it is more likely than not that a weapon 
of mass destruction will be used in a terrorist attack somewhere in 
the world by the end of 2013. the commission believed that terror- 
ists were more likely to obtain and use a biological weapon than 
a nuclear weapon and that the U.S. Government needs to be more 
aggressive in limiting the proliferation of biological weapons to re- 
duce the prospect of a bioterror attack. Let us hope that in the in- 
tervening years, security has increased so this threat is not loom- 
ing quite as large. 

Today I look forward to discussing what DHS’s Office of Health 
Affairs and the Domestic Nuclear Detection Office are doing to re- 
duce the likelihood of a nuclear or biological attack; the programs 
you are developing to quickly identify an occurrence; and how DHS, 
along with other Federal, State, and local entities will respond. 
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While both of your budgets are relatively small, your missions are 
far-reaching and the results of failure could be catastrophic. 

Dr. Garza, Director Stern, I look forward to a frank discussion 
of these matters and welcome you to the subcommittee. 

[The information follows:] 
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Opening Statement by Ranking Member Price 
Classified Hearing on Weapons of Mass Destruction 
April 5,2011 

It is clear that terrorists are determined to attack us again. Osama bin Laden 
has made it known that obtaining weapons of mass destruction is a top priority and 
that, in his own words, A1 Qaeda seeks to inflict an attack akin to “Hiroshima” on 
American soil. A1 Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula has voiced similar desires. 
While the most widely used definition of "weapons of mass destruction" consists 
of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons with the unique ability to kill large 
numbers of people with a very small amount of material, in this hearing we’ll 
primarily focus on the nuclear and biological threats. 

Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has spent billions to 
successfully secure nuclear weapons, materials, and technology in the former states 
of the Soviet Union. However, during this same period, the world has also 
witnessed a new era of proliferation with North Korea and Iran passing key 
milestones in developing their nuclear weapons programs. In the Middle East and 
Asia, nuclear arms rivalries have intensified. In Pakistan, Dr. A. Q. Khan led a 
nuclear proliferation network that served as a one-stop shop for countries aspiring 
to develop nuclear weapons. If not constrained, this continued proliferation could 
prompt nuclear crises and even nuclear use at the very time that we and the 
Russians are reducing our nuclear weapons deployments and stockpiles. 


While advances in biotechnology have led to important progress in the 
medical field, it has also increased the availability of pathogens and technologies 
that could be used for terrorist ends. Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula has had a 
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particular interest in these biological weapons along with other attack methods. 
Many biological pathogens and nuclear materials around the globe are poorly 
secured and vulnerable to theft, with the risk of ending up on the black market and 
thus inevitably in the hands of terrorists. 

In December 2008, the Commission on the Prevention of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction Proliferation and Terrorism issued a report noting that "unless the 
world community acts decisively and with great urgency, it is more likely than not 
that a weapon of mass destruction will be used in a terrorist attack somewhere in 
the world by the end of 2013 The Commission believed that terrorists were more 

likely to obtain and use a biological weapon than a nuclear weapon and that the 
U.S. government needs to be more aggressive in limiting the proliferation of 
biological weapons to reduce the prospect of a bio-terror attack. Let’s hope that in 
the intervening years, security has increased so this threat is not looming quite as 
large. 


Today 1 look forward to discussing what DHS’ Office of Health Affairs and 
the Domestic Nuclear Detection Office are doing to reduce the likelihood of a 
nuclear or biological attack; the programs you are developing to quickly identify 
an occurrence; and how DHS, along with other Federal, State, and local entities 
will respond. While both of your budgets are relatively small ($161 million and 
$206 million requested respectively for 2012), your missions are far reaching and 
the results of failure could be catastrophic. Dr. Garza and Director Stem, I look 
forward to a frank discussion on this topic. 
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Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. And Director Stern, we will start 
with you, and we look forward to your testimony. 

Opening Statement: Director Stern 

Mr. Stern. Thank you. Good afternoon. Chairman Aderholt, 
Ranking Member Price, and other distinguished members of the 
subcommittee. I appreciate the opportunity to talk to you today 
about DNDO’s goals, its missions. As you indicated, I have sub- 
mitted testimony for the record, but I would like to spend a few 
minutes hitting some of the key points in that written testimony. 

As you may know, I have been at DNDO for approximately 7 
months now, and I have learned a lot and imposed a few changes 
at DNDO. I bring to DNDO three basic principles: Discipline, 
transparency, and intellectual rigor. In terms of discipline. I am 
working very hard to ensure that we follow the legislative mandate 
that we have been given. In terms of transparency. I am trying 
very hard to ensure that we work with Congress and are trans- 
parent with Congress and, to the extent possible, with the Amer- 
ican public. And in terms of intellectual rigor, I am trying very 
hard to ensure that there is a good oversight and peer review to 
ensure that what we are doing is supported by basic common 
sense. 

These three principles have led to two big changes at DNDO 
since I have started. One is the strategic plan for the global nuclear 
detection architecture. As you may know. Congress has pressed for 
many years that we develop such a strategic plan. And in my first 
3 months, we, with seven other agencies of the U.S. Government 
who are responsible for this mission, drafted very carefully and co- 
operatively a strategic plan which we delivered to Congress at the 
end of last year. 

The other big change is how we look at the architecture. We have 
historically looked at the architecture, the detection architecture, in 
terms of static detectors, in terms of what the likelihood that a 
piece of nuclear material passing a detector will in fact be detected 
by that detector. But in terms of imposing an intellectual rigor on 
the way that we look at the architecture, it is much more defen- 
sible to look at the architecture as a defense architecture; that is, 
to assume that there will be some information that we will be able 
to respond to. 

And so what we are looking at the architecture now is a surge 
architecture. That is, how can we design an architecture that will 
allow the United States to surge assets in order to find nuclear ra- 
dioactive material when there is some information available about 
that nuclear or radioactive material? This is one of the reasons that 
from the outset of my term, I focused very strongly on supporting 
State and local authorities and developing nuclear radiation detec- 
tion capabilities. 

Of course, only the States and locals have the numbers of people 
that can get quickly to a site or to an area to look for nuclear and 
radioactive material. And I am very pleased, consequently, that in 
the President’s fiscal year 2012 budget request we have additional 
support for the Securing the City program for New York and for 
one other city or urban area to be selected on a competitive basis. 
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In terms of technology R&D, I see two key changes that we are 
making at DNDO. The first is to rely more on commercially avail- 
able technologies than we ever have before. In the 6 years since 
DNDO was created, commercial technologies have changes in a 
rather fundamental way. And a lot of the applications that the U.S. 
Government needs are available in the commercial sector. So wher- 
ever possible in the future, we will use the 85, 90 percent solution 
that is available off the shelf commercially rather than developing 
our own capabilities. That leads us to focus a lot more in helping 
to set standards, which is part of our legislative mandate, and to 
test to those standards. 

So the second big technical change we are going to be imposing 
is to follow the National Academy of Science’s recommendation of 
following a model test, model approach, in our evaluation of detec- 
tors, and you will see that change. 

You may or may not be aware that we are now recruiting for the 
individual who would head the office that does the modeling and 
the testing. And one of the key requirements for that post is to un- 
derstand and be able to implement the National Academy’s rec- 
ommendations on the model test, model approach. 

So, Congressman, our research and development work will con- 
sistently be matched with the needs of the global nuclear detection 
architecture and the operational requirements of our end users. 

Our budget request is focused on preventing radiological nuclear 
terrorism by enhancing our ability to detect these nuclear radio- 
active materiels. And I appreciate this opportunity to talk to you 
today about any of the issues you would like to talk about related 
to the domestic nuclear detection architecture. Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
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Introduction 

Good afternoon Chairman Aderholt. Ranking Member Price, and distinguished Members of the 
Subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today with my colleague. 

Dr. Garza, to discuss programs and funding to prevent terrorist importation and use of weapons 
of mass destaiction (WMD) in the homeland. I would like to provide a brief overview of the 
radiological and nuclear threat and then detail my strategic direction for the Domestic Nuclear 
Detection Office (DNDO), w'hich specifically focuses on this threat. Additionally, 1 will discuss 
how the fiscal year (FY) 2012 President's budget request relates to countering nuclear and 
radiological terrorism. 

Under NSPD-43/HSPD- 14, and subsequently Section 1802 of the SAFE Port Act of 2006 (P.L. 
109-347), DNDO is “responsible for coordinating Federal efforts to detect and protect against the 
unauthorized importation, possession, .storage, transportation, development, or use of a nuclear 
explosive device, fissile material, or radiological material in the United States, and to protect 
against attack using such devices or materials against the people, territory, or interests of the 
United States." With assistance and participation from a wide variety of U.S, government 
departments and agencies, DNDO synchronizes and integrates interagency efforts to develop 
technical nuclear detection capabilities, characterizes detector system performance, ensures 
effective response to detection alarms, coordinates advancement of nuclear forensics efforts, 
develops and enhances the global nuclear detection architecture (GND.A), implements the 
domestic portion of the GNDA. and conducts transformational research and development for 
advanced technologies to detect nuclear and radiological materials. Countering nuclear terrorism 
is a whole-of-govemment challenge, and DNDO must work with federal, state, local, tribal, 
international, and private sector partners in this mission. 

Radiological and Nuclear Threat 

The threats that we focus on are radiological or nuclear materials or weapons outside of 
regulatory control. 

Terrorist threats using a radiological dispersion device (RDD), or “dirty bomb,” are often 
referred to as “weapons of mass disruption” because their main impact would likely be 
disruption rather than destruction. While the physical comsequences of a dirty bomb arc likely 
less severe than those of an Improvised Nuclear Device (IND), the radiological material remains 
a grave concern because bringing it into contact with people and food can cause injury or death. 
Dirty bombs can also have potentially substantial long-term economic consequences depending 
upon the type and level of contamination of the alTected areas. The “half-life” of the material 
dispersed also has a significant impact on whether the consequences of an attack endure and 
render areas uninhabitable for many years. 

Many of the radiological materials that could be used to make a dirty bomb - including isotopes 
of cesium, polonium, and cobalt - are typically used for peaceful medical or industrial 
applications. This dual application makes our mission even harder. In contrast, an IND, that is, a 
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device that produces a nuclear yield, is a WMD that would produce catastrophic physical 
damage and medical consequences. Accordingly, we are also concerned about existing State- 
controlled nuclear weapons that terrorists might steal for terrorist use. Nuclear material needed 
for the construction of an IND consists of highly enriched uranium or plutonium, specifically 
Uranium-235 and Plutonium-239. This material exists in various forms and locations around the 
world for military and electric production purposes. Nuclear material is generally considered to 
be more difficult to obtain, use effectively, and handle, than certain radiological materials. 

Nevertheless, given the potential consequences of use of an IND, we must remain vigilant about 
access to nuclear weapons and material. Considering ways in which weapons or material could 
find their way into the hands of terrorists, we focus on insider access, outsider access, or the 
deliberate provisioning of a terrorist group by a nuclear state. 

In anticipation of this threat, DNDO and the DHS Office of Intelligence and Analysis (I&A) 
have been working on this topic for several years. The approach and results have evolved over 
time and led to significant maturation in how we characterize the problem and our response. Our 
analysis informs the Department of the threat, and enables the implementation of programs and 
projects that address various threat scenarios. The goal is an integrated and coordinated 
Departmental approach to address this challenging mission. 

The Department must protect against hostile use of radiological and nuclear materials and 
weapons. To prevent a nuclear terrorist attack, the Department is engaged in multiple efforts at 
and within our borders across air. land, maritime, and interior domains. DNDO is executing a 
host of efforts relating to developing and deploying solutions, research and development, training 
and exercises with state and local entities, supporting operations, red teaming, and nuclear 
forensics. Within the Department, other Components also perform a number of activities that 
contribute to preventing nuclear terrorism. DNDO's priority is coordinating the global nuclear 
detection architecture and developing the domestic architecture through work with our partners, 
within DHS and the federal government. 

Three Principles 

My strategic vision for DNDO is based on three key principles that I think will help shape the 
office and all our activities: discipline, intellectual rigor, and transparency. 

One of the first things I would like to build upon at DNDO is the discipline with which we 
approach our work. In DNDO’s nearly six years of existence, the office has embarked on many 
efforts to enhance the GNDA, but in order to ensure that we address the most pressing needs, we 
must continue to carefully review all our plans and expenditures so that we exercise discipline in 
utilization of resources. While we have implemented a range of measures designed to provide 
oversight and instill appropriate processes for our administration, management, and program 
activities within DNDO, we must continue to find ways to be more efficient, especially in the 
current budget climate. 
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Building upon a disciplined approach to executing our mission, we must also ensure that there is 
mtellectiial rigor behind our analyses, strategies, and programs. Our decision making and 
planning must be supported by strong methodologies and analyses. This includes making use of 
available expertise and tools, like peer review, that can assist us in developing the best strategies 
and solutions. We must make sure that our assumptions, strategics, and solutions reflect 
thoughtful and deliberate analyses and defensible conclusions. 

Finally, I support increased transparency at DNDO. Transparency is essential in explaining our 
mission and receiving the necessary oversight and feedback to improve our operations, 1 pledge 
that DNDO will work with all relevant stakeholders and provide as much insight as possible into 
our programs and planning for Congress, the Government Accountability Office (GAO), and the 
American public. Working within all applicable laws and classification regulations, we will 
provide as much information as possible about our programs. 

GNDA Strategic Plan 

National Security Presidential Directive (NSPD)-4.'>/FIomeland Security Presidential Directive 
(HSPD)-14 and the Security and Accountability For Every (SAFE) Port Act of 2006 (P.L. 109- 
347) require that DNDO be the lead federal agency for coordinating the GNDA and 
implementing the domestic portion of the GNDA. To accomplish this, DNDO has been working 
with its federal partners to define the GNDA and the necessary roles, responsibilities, and 
objectives. 

The GNDA Strategic Plan is an interagency product that represents the inputs of: the 
Departments of Defense. Slate, Energy, and Justice; the Office of the Director of National 
Intelligence; Intelligence Community members; the Nuclear Regulatory Commission; and the 
National Security Staff. The completion of the GNDA Strategic Plan represents of the 
successful cooperation and coordination among the interagency to create a document that will 
guide multiple U.S. government efforts to fulfill the objectives and goals set forth in the plan. 1 
am proud to say that we were able to deliver the GNDA Strategic Plan to Congress in December 
2010, as promised. 

Implementation of the GNDA is an ongoing process. Currently, there are many existing 
programs and initiatives that fall under the GNDA and many more programs that support these 
efforts. Using the Strategic Plan as a framework, DNDO will continue to work w'ith interagency 
partners on GNDA implementation, DNDO’s forthcoming domestic implementation plan will 
outline programs, technologies, execution, and timelines in greater detail. 

DNDO will also complement the GNDA Strategic Plan with a revised GNDA annual review 
report. The annual report, required by Congress under the “Implementing Recommendations of 
the 9/1 1 Commission Act of 2007“ (Pub. L. 1 10-53), will provide a means to evaluate, document 
and track progress to assist in refining the GNDA. It will also further link the Federal 
Govemmenf s organizational roles and responsibilities to the GNDA's goals, and identify the 
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analyses and investments necessary to achieve those objectives. Like the Strategic Plan, the 
GNDA annual report will be jointly produced and approved by all relevant USG stakeholders. 

Within DNDO. we will place much greater emphasis on defining the GNDA, both as it exists 
now and as we determine how it should exist in the future. The FY 2012 budget request includes 
$19.5 million for architecture work, including planning, modeling, analysis, and studies. Over 
the next several years, our long-term architectural vision will seek to increase detection coverage 
and capability and deter terrorists from planning or attempting nuclear terrorism. The 
architecture will take maximum advantage of existing activities that can contribute to the overall 
capability to prevent nuclear terrorism. 

Strategic Emphasis 

Our future enhancements to the domestic architecture will focus on situations where there is 
some intelligence information available, but where information may not be precise. Future 
implementations of the GNDA will emphasize mobile or agile detection components, which will 
increase our capability to respond to escalated threat levels by focusing detection assets on 
effective interdiction. We will use existing capabilities and assets at the federal, state, local, and 
tribal levels to surge our radiological and nuclear detection abilities in a coordinated fashion in 
response to suspected threats or radiological/nuclcar detection scenarios. This will not be one 
specific program, rather a concept of operations that will bring together multiple capabilities and 
rely on a breadth of assets. 

We need to utilize the integrated efforts of federal, state, local, and tribal responders to perform 
radiological and nuclear detection in concentrated regions or areas when information indicates 
there may be a need for responsive search operations for preventive detection or interdiction. 

We have many programs, assets, and capabilities that contribute to radiological and nuclear 
detection re.sponse activities, and we must work to enhance coordination and implementation 
mechanisms to ensure that we make the best use of all available personnel, equipment, and 
knowledge. A more flexible architecture will strategically bring together the assets and 
capabilities for detection and search operations into a unified effort for the domestic prevention 
of radiological and nuclear terrorism. 

Some current programs have begun to establish more randomized and mobile capabilities with 
broad applications, including the radiological and nuclear detection equipment and training 
DNDO has provided for all U.S. Coast Guard boarding teams and Transportation Security- 
Administration Visible intermodal Prevention and Response teams. We have recently reached an 
important milestone for the development of advanced handheld systems, which were developed 
through DNDO and approved for production and deployment in September 2010. This system is 
the first of DNDO’s next generation human-portable systems and will be acquired for U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection and other users in support of their operations. Following the 
success of our advanced handheld, the small area search handheld system, RadSeeker, will be 
ready for a production and deployment system this year. Our work will continue to enhance our 
federal capabilities and build on these efforts in a strategic way so that the pieces are linked 
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together and can respond as needed. The FY 2012 budget includes $20 million to procure 
human portable radiation detection equipment including next-generation devices that provide 
enhanced detection capability. 

Our current architecture reflects a layered defense with an emphasis on static systems. DHS has 
made a considerable effort at the border to provide comprehensive radiation detection 
capabilities with an initial majority of resources concentrated at ports of entry (POEs). DHS has 
focused on these authorized pathways at POEs, underscored by Section 1 2 1 of the SAFE Port 
Act, which requires that “all containers entering the United States through the 22 ports through 
which the greatest volume of containers enter the United States by vessel shall be scanned for 
radiation.” A key consideration is the need to effectively detect threats without impeding the 
flow of commerce across the border. 

In April 2005, when DNDO was first established, there were a total of 552 radiation porta! 
monitors (RPMs) at our land and seaports of entry. As of now, there are a total of 1,448 RPMs, 
Our ongoing work with CBP to facilitate container security has resulted in the scanning of over 
99 percent of all incoming containerized cargo for radiological and nuclear threats at our land 
and seaports of entry. As this work has matured over the last few years, DNDO has shifted its 
focus to place a greater emphasis on our land borders between POEs, maritime, air, and the 
interior., We will analyze the appropriateness of providing current-generation RPMs, next 
generation RPMs, or mobile systems at POEs, including seaports, land border crossings and 
airports; or between POEs. Mobile units have the additional benefit to operate both overtly and 
covertly in areas at and between POEs or Urban Area Security Initiative (UASI) regions, and 
along major transportation routes in sparsely populated areas. 

We are also evolving our analytical efforts to be more threat-focused. We are working with the 
intelligence community and I&A to develop realistic threat scenarios that we can then map to 
existing and future capabilities that we may need in order to appropriately respond to various 
situations. This will guide our future development of the GNDA and provide us with a 
framework for developing metrics that will provide insight into the effectiveness of our assets 
and capabilities for addressing threats. 

DNDO also has a number of separate state and local pilot programs and training efforts. My 
objective for 2011 is to increase our focus on DNDO's state and local radiological and nuclear 
detection efforts that can be integrated into an agile and effective domestic architecture. One 
element for doing that is the Securing the Cities (STC) initiative, which provides assistance to 
state and local jurisdictions to enable them to build and sustain regional capabilities and concepts 
of operation in a coordinated manner. The current STC pilot that was initiated in the New York 
City region has resulted in unprecedented regional cooperation among federal, state, county, and 
city agencies in the Tri-state area. The STC program’s partners in the New York region use 
commercially available radiological and nuclear detection equipment and work with DNDO to 
establish requirements and conduct operational assessments of equipment in the development 
stages. The President’s FY 2012 budget request includes $27 million for STC. The budget 
request also outlines a transition from the STC pilot to a three-phased program that will continue 
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in NYC and commence in another U ASI Tier I region through a competitively awarded grant 
process to begin the assessment and implementation of a radiological and nuclear detection 
architecture tailored for that region in 2012. DNDO will assist regional partners in implementing 
self-supported sustainment of capabilities and real-time sharing of data from fixed, mobile, 
maritime and human-portable radiation detection systems. 

Along with the STC Program, DNDO will increase the number of engagements with 
stakeholders to conduct covert testing. DNDO has received an increasing number of requests 
from state and local stakeholders to assist them in assessing the capabilities and operations 
currently deployed. The FY 2012 budget request includes $2.63 million for a Radiological and 
Nuclear Challenge that will be initiated to provide a forum for information sharing among the 
Federal, state, local, and tribal stakeholders, as well as a competition amongst the preventive 
radiological and nuclear detection (PRND) community. The event will invite industry to provide 
product capability demonstrations, which will increase awareness of detection products and how 
operators use these systems. The budget request also provides $2.86 million for the upgrade of 
three Mobile Detection Deployment Units (MDDU) to a larger equipment set. DNDO maintains 
five MDDU systems that provide a surge capability that can be readily deployed to support PRND 
operations for special events and intelligence-driven searches. These are currently deployed at 
Department of Energy (DOE) Radiological Assistance Program (RAP) team locations around the 
United States. The systems offer a PRND package that can be utilized by a myriad of state and 
local public safety and Federal agencies and provide a force multiplier capability to RAP for 
special events or in response to threats. 

New Approach for Technology Development, Test, and Evaluation 

As we develop solutions that support flexible, coordinated capabilities and a deeper 
understanding of an effective architecture, we need to continue to improve our technological 
capability. Section 1802, subsection (a) (1). of the SAFE Port Act of 2006 (P.L. 109-347) 
mandates that DNDO serve as "the primary entity in the U.S. Government to further develop, 
acquire, and support the deployment of an enhanced domestic system to detect and report on 
attempts to import, possess, store, transport, develop...” nuclear weapons or materials. 

Historically, we have focused on developing technology and detection systems to address 
identified needs. We are now' transitioning to a new approach, focusing on commercially 
developed devices, developing government standards, and testing to those standards. Because 
industry has repeatedly demonstrated the ability to rapidly improve detection technologies, we 
have an opportunity to shift our approach to one that is more flexible and adaptable and relies on 
the private sector - as well as other DHS components - to enhance existing products and develop 
new devices. This technical transition will also include a new approach at the systems level, 
which defines strategic interfaces at various points in the detector/system architecture, allowing 
improvements without wholesale changes to the entire system. 

DNDO will place greater emphasis on developing standards for radiological/nuclear detection 
equipment and testing to those standards, while taking advantage of the technological 
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advancements made by the private sector and building upon those efforts. In addition, we will 
enhance our approach to testing to reflect the recommendations of the recent report from the 
National Academies of Sciences, which encouraged us to more heavily integrate detector 
modeling. Data collected in the field can then be used with the models to understand system 
behavior instead of relying on new testing alone. 

Testing and evaluating systems to achieve technical and operational standards is crucial in 
developing and delivering the necessary equipment to our stakeholders. DNDO is required by 
Section 1 802(a)(7) of the SAFE Port Act, “to carry out a program to test and evaluate technology 
for detecting a nuclear explosive device and fissile or radiological material, in coordination with 
the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of Energy, as appropriate.” In response, DNDO has 
conducted more than 50 separate test and evaluation campaigns at more than 20 experimental 
and operational venues. These test campaigns were planned and executed with the interagency 
using rigorous, reproducible, peer-reviewed processes. Tested detection systems include pagers, 
handhelds, portals, backpacks, mobiles, boat- and spreader bar-mounted detectors, and next- 
generation radiography technologies. The results from DNDO's test campaigns have informed 
federal, state, local and tribal operational u.sers on the technical and operational performance of 
radiological and nuclear detection systems to select the most suitable equipment and effective 
CONOPs as we work to keep the nation safe from nuclear terrorist threats. 

DNDO is also required by the SAFE Port Act, in collaboration with the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology, to publish technical capability standards and recommended standard 
operating procedures for the use of nonintrusive imaging and radiation detection equipment in 
the United States. The FY 2012 budget request includes $1.8 million for development of 
technical capability standards. In executing its T&E and Standards responsibilities, DNDO 
collaborates with the Test & Evaluation and Standards Division of DBS Science and Technology 
Directorate (S&T). This collaboration includes coordination of American National Standards 
Institute (ANSI) N42 consensus standards, major systems operational testing and evaluation, 
including large investment programs like the Advanced Spectroscopic Portal (ASP) program, the 
implementation of DBS T&E guidance in systems development efforts with smaller investments, 
and the coordination of T&E facilities. The DNDO T&E lead participates on the DBS T&E 
Council, and DNDO T&E staff has made good use of T&E training and certification capabilities 
developed by S&T. 

We also have supported the development, publication and adoption of national consensus 
.standards for radiation detection equipment. Several such standards now exist for use in 
homeland security. The DNDO Graduated RN Detector Evaluation and Reporting (GRaDER*’^) 
Program is using these standards to test and evaluate commercially developed systems. 

GRaDER is a conformity assessment program that provides independent standards compliance 
information for selected radiation detection equipment. The program has created the 
infrastructure for voluntary vendor testing of commercial off-the-shelf radiological/nuclear 
detection equipment by independent accredited laboratories against national consensus standards 
and government-unique Technical Capability Standards. Final test results for our initial 
GRaDER testing are expected this month. We anticipate that the GRaDER Evaluated Equipment 
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List - which is supported by the Federal Emergency Management Agency's guidance for 
compliance in relation to their grants program - will enable federal, state, local, tribal and 
territorial agencies to make more informed radiological/nuclear detector procurement decisions 
by ensuring they are buying equipment that has demonstrated compliance with published 
standards. Since we anticipate further testing facilitated through the GRaDER program will be 
funded by the technology vendors, the FY 2012 budget request includes $0.8 million for 
initiating phase two of the program, which will evaluate systems against government technical 
capability standards and maintain the GRaDER Evaluated Equipment List.. 

Beyond our work with Component partners, DNDO's testing cxperti.se and experience is sought 
by interagency partners, such as the departments of Energy and Defense, and international 
partners such as the United Kingdom, Canada, Israel, the European Union, and the International 
Atomic Energy Agency. DNDO has an active partnership with the European Commission’s 
Joint Research Center to conduct the Illicit Trafficking Radioactive As,sessment Program+10, an 
ambitious three-year test program to evaluate nine classes of radiological/nuclear detection 
systems in U.S. and European test facilities. 


Research and Development: Programs and Coordination 

Our research and development contributes to advances in nuclear detection and technical nuclear 
forensics. Transformational and applied research (TAR) projects feed into the DNDO Solutions 
Development process and shape our work on systems development. Within DNDO, these 
programs address advanced compact high-performance handheld systems; advanced passive 
standoff detection technologies; improved detection through networked and distributed detection 
systems; better detector materials; and improved material characterization and radiochemistry. 
Additionally, DNDO is pursuing targeted technologies for the detection of shielded special 
nuclear material through passive, active, and radiographic interrogation programs, and the 
development of key supporting systems for varied deployment schemes. 

As part of a Department-wide effort to consolidate research and development (R&D) efforts, the 
FY 201 1 proposed and the FY 2012 President's Budget assumes the transfer our 
transformational and applied research activities to S&T. In order to maintain and improve the 
current levels of integration for transformational research and development activities and 
transitions of technologies for use by operators, my office will work closely with S&T to ensure 
that the pipeline for technological advancements remains coordinated to address gaps in the 
GNDA and operational needs. The relationship that results will utilize the Integrated Project 
Team process to integrate research projects into future acquisition plans and develop formal 
technology transition agreements (TTAs). TTAs define the level of maturity of the technology at 
transition, ranging from commercially available to less mature stages, and solidify the 
expectations of the technology developer and the component who receives the technology. S&T 
and DNDO will work together to address DlIS's high level strategic needs and to address 
vulnerabilities within the GNDA. This arrangement will ensure a smooth integration of S&T 
developed technologies into the DNDO systems development process. 
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DNDO's R&D efforts are intended to transform the basic building blocks of nuclear detection 
technology and supporting fields for dramatic improvements in technical capabilities, with the 
research generally culminating in a proof of concept or proof of feasibility demonstration in a 
laboratory setting. Successful technologies and concepts may then transition to support a 
subsequent near-term research project or spur commercial development. Our research and 
development work also provides performance modeling, improved algorithm development, and 
other support capabilities for the broader DNDO mission. 

Years before the recent helium-3 shortage was identified, DNDO was already exploring options 
for better, more cost-effective alternatives for neutron detection. As a result, DNDO has 
approximately 15 different technology approaches in the pipeline that can be used as alternatives 
to helium-3, including those based on boron or lithium. Some of these technologies have 
advanced to a point where they can be tested with other, more near term alternative neutron 
detection technologies. We have completed a test campaign for neutron detection at Los Alamos 
National Laboratory that evaluated 1 1 units in three application spaces, which helped us to 
identify and verify the performance of several very promising technologies and effectively target 
funding. Our FY 2012 budget request includes $5.2 million for alternative neutron detection 
technology systems development to continue and advance this work. 

Our basic and applied research efforts push the envelope by identifying gaps in current 
technologies and architectural needs and selecting R&D programs that can begin the early stage 
work necessary to address these challenges. Our programs must be able to reach out to operators 
for user requirements and to balance both “technology push” and “technology pull” efforts, as 
appropriate. For technology push efforts, the developer of a technology is pushing a new 
concept out for examination by the operator. The.se are often new or advanced concept detectors 
that could improve threat detection or allow for altered or simplified CONOPS. These 
technology push systems are often state-of-the-art with enhanced or dramatically improved 
capabilities that might be otherwise unknown to operators. Technology pull refers to equipment 
and programs where operators have identified CONOPS and features that they need in order to 
achieve their missions. The operators are pulling the technologies in directions that guide 
development for industry and the government. 

Many of our important research and development successes highlight the necessity of integrating 
architectural analyses with R&D efforts. One example of DNDO’s R&D work that is 
transitioning through technology push efforts is our Long Range Radiation Detection (LRRD) 
program. The LRRD program is the follow-on program to the Stand-Off Radiation Detection 
Systems (SORDS) advanced technology demonstration program, completed in FY 2010. 

The LRRD program will assess the potential utility of three prototype detection systems for 
radiological and nuclear detection capabilities. The goal of the LRRD program is to work with 
operational partners to determine if a passive, long-range, radiological and nuclear detection 
system with localization capability should be developed and fielded. DNDO will collect the user 
requirements and analysis of the alternatives before determining if we will develop any of these 
concepts for future use. The LRRD systems are undergoing a series of activities that engage 
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federal, state, and local partners in utilizing and assessing the technology. This project is 
illustrative of the important interplay between R&D efforts, technical and operational evaluation 
activities, and operators in the field, which together lead to the best solutions. In FY 2012. the 
budget request includes .$5.5 million for continued LRRD development work, in conjunction 
with our operational partners. 


Nuclear Forensics 

DNDO has a relatively new statutory requirement in Section 4 of the "Nuclear Forensics and 
Attribution Act” (P.L. 1 11-140) “to provide centralized stewardship, planning, assessment, gap 
analysis, exercises, improvement, and integration for all Federal nuclear forensics and attribution 
activities.” The technical nuclear forensics program is a key supporting element to the GNDA 
and must be closely linked to receive information from the GNDA, including notification of 
relevant detection events, and to provide data and analyses that can impact detector development, 
tuning, and deployment. Established in FY 2007. and chartered by Annex IV of NSPD- 
1 7/HSPD-4, DNDO’s National Technical Nuclear Forensics Center (NTNFC) serves as a 
national-level program integrator for joint planning, exercising and evaluating our national 
capabilities, while also investing in technical capability advancement. Last year, the NTNFC led 
the interagency effort to develop the "National Strategic Five-Year Plan for Improving the 
Nuclear Forensics and Attribution Capabilities of the United States." which was signed by the 
President and submitted to Congress. NTNFC also has the responsibility to develop the U.S. 
government’s capability to rapidly and accurately identify the nature and provenance of 
radiological and nuclear materials intercepted before a detonation, DNDO works closely with 
our partner agencies to implement the strategic plan, as well as the recommendations of last 
year’s National Academy of Sciences Report. "Nuclear Forensics: A Capability at Risk." We 
work with laboratory experts to develop foundational standard reference materials; develop 
validated lab analysis methodologies; identify discriminating signatures; develop tools to 
interpret and link lab measurements; and develop predictive models to improve the 
understanding of unique material signatures for nuclear forensics purposes. The FY 2012 Budget 
request includes $24.8 million for our technical nuclear forensics activities. Improving these 
capabilities will contribute significantly to the deterrence and nuclear security goals of the 
President and Congress. 


Conclusion 

My vision of DNDO is for us to continue to develop and advance a broad spectrum of 
capabilities, including nuclear detection, reporting, analysis, and forensics. Our responsibilities 
include coordinating the development of the GNDA and implementing the domestic portion of 
that architecture. We also must provide the analyses and integration mechanisms for detection 
and reporting that will link technical elements - like research, systems development, testing and 
evaluation - to operational solutions for mitigating the threat of nuclear terrorism. Our research 
and development work will consistently be matched with needs in the GNDA and the operational 
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requirements of our end users. The GNDA and its supporting programs and activities will help 
the Federal government coordinate efforts to address the threat of nuclear terrorism. 

Other U.S. government agencies and Congress make important contributions in accomplishing 
the mission to prevent nuclear terrorism, and 1 am committed to working in coordination with all 
parties to develop effective strategies, capabilities, and technologies. 

Chairman Aderholt, Ranking Member Price, I thank you for this opportunity to discuss DNDO’s 
strategic direction and my vision for its future. I am happy to answer any questions the 
Subcommittee may have. 
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Mr Aderholt. Dr. Garza. 

Opening Statement: Dr. Garza 

Dr. Garza. Thank you, sir. Good afternoon. Chairman Aderholt, 
Ranking Member Price, and distinguished members of the com- 
mittee, thank you for inviting me to testify before you today. It is 
a privilege to be here to discuss the Office of Health Affairs pro- 
grams and funding that support the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity’s efforts to combat weapons of mass destruction. 

OHA serves as the principal authority for all medical and health 
issues for the Department of Homeland Securiy. We look at health 
through the prism of naional security, providing medical, public 
health, and scientific expertise in support of the Department’s mis- 
sion to prepare for, respond to, and recover from all threats. 

Our responsibilities include serving as the principal adviser to 
the Secretary and to the FEMA Administrator on medical and pub- 
lic health issues; leading and coordinating the biological and chem- 
ical defense programs; providing medical and scientific expertise to 
support DHS preparedness and response efforts; and leading the 
Department’s workforce health protection and medical support ac- 
tivities. 

OHA furthermore serves as the point of contact for State and 
local governments on medical and public health issues for the De- 
partment. The threat of an attack using a WMD is real and so is 
the risk. As Congressman Price pointed out, the WMD Commission 
reported on December 3, 2008, that we must be vigilant in address- 
ing several urgent threats, including bioterrorism. In their report. 
World at Risk, the Commission found that, and I quote, “Unless 
the world community acts decisively and with great urgency, it is 
more likely than not that a weapon of mass destruction will be 
used in a terrorist act somewhere in the world by the end of 2013.” 
Because DHS understands this threat, high consequence biological 
attacks were identified as a high-priority item within the Quadren- 
nial Homeland Security Review. 

Today I will provide a short overview of OHA initiatives that 
help to mitigate these threats and prepare the Nation to respond 
to and recover from chemical and biological attacks. OHA lends our 
expertise to a number of initiatives across the Department that 
focus on the threat of biological attack. These efforts span the pil- 
lars of biodefense and include awareness, prevention and protec- 
tion, detection and surveillance, and response and recovery. This 
end-to-end approach to biodefense is necessary in order to commu- 
nicate the current national capability and develop a strategy for 
further biodefense improvement. 

OHA works closely with the DHS Science and Technology Direc- 
torate and the Office of Intelligence and Analysis to assess our cur- 
rent and emerging threats of natural or intentional events involv- 
ing biological agents as well as chemical, radiologic, and nuclear 
agents to the U.S. population. 

OHA applies these risk assessments in operating, managing, and 
supporting the Department’s biological defense programs. Our work 
is primarily focused on addressing the threat of biological attack 
through the BioWatch program, and surveillance through the na- 
tional biosurveillance integration system. 
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In addition, we focus on helping the build preparedness at the 
State and local level. The fiscal year 2012 budget request includes 
$7 million for the NBIS and $90 million for continued operations 
of our deployed BioWatch detection system. The fiscal year 2012 
budget request also includes an increase of $25 million to fund the 
start of operational testing and evaluation for the BioWatch Gen- 
eration-3 automated detection system. The Gen-3 system will ad- 
vance current detection technology by significantly reducing the 
time to detection of a biological agent in the environment. This 
early detection allows communities to provide medical counter- 
measures to affected persons in a timely manner and thus saving 
more lives. 

OHA further coordinates the Department’s health preparedness 
efforts to protect against high-consequence chemical events. Chem- 
ical events, whether from terrorist attack or accidental release, 
pose a significant homeland security threat. Chemical agents can 
cause immediate mass casulaties, numbering in the thousands if 
released in or near a densely populated area. 

Chemical is different from biological. The response window is 
shorter and far less forgiving. Therefore, our approach to prepared- 
ness for chemical events is much different. We focus more on build- 
ing an overarching defense framework and building rapid response 
cabilities as well as enhancing community resilience. 

We are doing this now through a demonstration project in Balti- 
more that focuses on partnerships at the Federal, State, and local 
levels. Similar to the biological terrorism risk assessment, OHA 
uses the chemical terrorism risk assessment in prioritizing our pro- 
grams. The fiscal year 2012 budget request of $2.4 million will 
allow OHA to continue to provide health and medical expertise re- 
lated to chemical preparedness, response, and resilience in support 
of an integrated chemical defense framework to protect against 
high-consequence events. 

I want to thank this committee for the opportunity to testify and 
I look forward to answering any questions that you may have. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. Dr. Garza. 

[The information follows:] 
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Chairman Aderholt, Ranking Member Price, and distinguished members of the 
Committee: thank you for inviting me to testify before you today. It is a privilege to be 
here to discuss the Office of Health Affairs (OHA) programs and funding that support the 
Department of Homeland Security's efforts to combat weapons of mass destruction 
(WMD), 

The threat of an attack using WMD is real. As you know, the WMD Commission 
reported on December 3. 2008, that we must be vigilant in addressing several urgent 
threats, especially bioterrorism. Furthermore, the Quadrennial Homeland Security 
Review (QHSR) identified high-consequence biological attacks as a priority threat. 

Today I will discuss a number of OHA initiatives that help to mitigate these threats, and 
help prepare the nation to respond to and recover from chemical and biological attacks. I 
will also highlight how our FY 2012 budget request supports these efforts. 

I would like to begin by providing an overview of the mission of the DHS Office of 
Health Affairs (OHA) and our role within the Homeland Security Enterprise. OHA 
serves as DHS's principal authority for all medical and health issues. We look at health 
“through the prism of national security." providing medical, public health, and scientific 
expertise in support of the DHS mission to prepare for. respond to, and recover from all 
threats. 

OHA's responsibilities include serving as the principal advisor to the Secretary and 
FEMA Administrator on medical and public health issues; leading and coordinating 
biological and chemical defense programs; providing medical and scientific expertise to 
support DHS preparedness and response efforts; and leading the Department's workforce 
health protection and medical support activities. OHA also serves as the primary DHS 
point of contact for state and local governments on medical and public health issues. 

Biological Threats 

OHA lends our expertise to a number of initiatives across the Department that focus on 
the threat of a biological attack. These efforts span the pillars of HSPD-IO, "Biodefense 
for the 2H‘ Century; Threat Awareness; Prevention and Protection; Detection and 
Surveillance; and Response and Recovery.” This end-to-end approach to biodefense is 
necessary in order to communicate the current national capability and develop a strategy 
for further biodefense improvement. 
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Threat Awareness 

OHA works closely with the DHS Science and Technology (S&T) Directorate to assess 
current and emerging threats of natural or chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear 
agents, and to determine which agents present a significant threat to the U.S. population. 
S&T produces the Bioterrorism Risk Assessment (BTRA). a strategic assessment of 
bioterrorism risk, updated biennially, that integrates the findings of the intelligence and 
law enforcement communities with input from the scientific, medical, and public health 
communities, OHA provides subject matter expertise to S&T in developing the BTRA. 
and has worked closely with the BTRA program managers to develop tailored 
assessments designed to address specific knowledge gaps or areas of uncertainty 
identified within OHA programs. OHA applies these assessments when operating, 
managing, and supporting the Department's biological defense programs. Our work is 
primarily focused on addressing the threat of a biological attack through the operational 
areas of detection and surveillance, as well as helping to build preparedness at the state 
and local level. 

Prevention and Protection 

OHA currently is involved in interagency initiatives for the evaluation and 
implementation of guidelines recently developed through a White House National 
Security Staff and Office of Science and Technology Policy led process for security 
practices related to synthetic biology. In addition, I have provided expert guidance on 
this issue to the Presidential Commission for the Study of Bioethical Issues. 

Detection 

One of our primary responsibilities is to mitigate the consequences of biological incidents 
through early detection. OHA uses early detection as a tool to make the Nation more 
resilient against health events. Prompt identification of a biological event has the 
potential to improve the delivery of medical countermeasures and save lives. 

OHA's BioWatch program is a federally-managed, locally-operated, nationwide bio- 
surveillance system designed to detect the intentional release of aerosolized biological 
agents. This program deploys collection devices and analytical capability in more than 
thirty high-risk metropolitan areas throughout the nation. BioWatch provides public 
health experts with a warning of the presence of a biological agent before exposed 
individuals develop symptoms of illness. This “detect-to-treat” approach provides public 
health officials with an opportunity to respond to the release of a biological agent as 
quickly as possible in order to mitigate the potentially catastrophic impact on the 
population. As discussed earlier, BioWatch uses threat information provided by the 
Bioterrorism Risk Assessment (BTRA) to inform which agents to detect. 

In addition to providing critical early detection capabilities, the BioWatch program has 
built a collaborative capacity that did not previously exist among the federal government. 
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state and local public health, and emergency management. This partnership provides a 
model of interaction for future endeavors. 

OHA is committed to providing cutting edge, technically robust early detection solutions. 
The FY 2012 budget request includes $90.16 million to enhance and continue operations 
for our deployed detection systems in over 30 jurisdictions. 

The FY12 budget request also includes an increase of $25 million to fund the start of 
operational testing and evaluation of the Generation-3 automated detection system. The 
Gen-3 system will advance current detection technology by providing an automated 
detection capability that is expected to significantly reduce the time between a release of 
a biothreat agent and confirmation of that release by BioWatch technology. Current 
detection capabilities, termed Gen-l./2, consist of outdoor aerosol collectors whose filters 
are manually retrieved for transport to and subsequent analysis in a Laboratory Response 
Network (LRN) facility. This system, while extremely beneficial, is labor intensive and 
the results may not be available until 12-36 hours after the release of a biological agent 
has occurred. The transition to an automated detection system (Gen-3) is intended to 
improve the time to detect to 4-6 hours, increase population coverage, and provide 
greater overall cost effectiveness. Shortening the lime to detect is critical in a biological 
event, allowing responders to more rapidly distribute countermeasures to the affected 
population. Therefore this investment in Gen-3 will greatly enhance our capability to 
mitigate the effects of a biological attack. 

Biosurveillance 

Another key element to our approach to addressing biological threats is biosurveillance. 
OHA is focused on developing and maintaining an integrated, real-time, multidiscipline 
surveillance picture. 

To that end. OHA manages the National Biosurveillance Integration System (NBIS) — 
consortium of federal partners that was established to rapidly identify and monitor 
biological events of national concern. NBIS collaborates among federal and state partners 
to collect, analyze, and share human, animal, plant, food, and environmental 
biosurveiilance information. The National Biosurveillance Integration Center (NBIC) 
integrates this information from federal agencies and state, local, private sector, and 
international sources to provide early warnings of a possible biological attack or 
pandemic. By identifying those bio-events that have reached reporting thresholds and 
publishing reports using the Biosurveiilance Common Operating Picture (BCOP) — which 
is currently being piloted in four states — the NBIC and NBIS enhance recognition of 
biological events of national concern, reduce response time, and promote effective 
response. 

While the NBIC and NBIS have been successful in helping us to achieve our 
biosurveiilance mission, there is still much more work to do in order to achieve a true 
national capability. OHA is currently working with our partners and stakeholders to 
continue to enhance and improve the NBIC while successfully meeting the statutory 
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requirements and Congressional intent. We will continue to work with our .stakeholders 
to increase collaboration and data integration, improve analysis, and ensure high-quality 
and timely reporting. The FY 2012 budget requests $7 million to maintain current efforts, 
and enhance the system in this manner. 

Response and Recovery 

OHA works directly with state and local leaders to develop capabilities to respond to 
health threats, including those posed by WMD. We have done this by expanding local 
public health participation in, and coordination with, the national network of fusion 
centers; and by developing guidance for health and medical experts to better access 
federal grant and training programs to improve public health preparedness capability. 

OHA provides health and medical expertise to planning and exercise efforts that advance 
national preparedness and response capabilities for threats that have potential health 
consequences. The Anthrax Response Exercise Series (ARES), which we completed in 
partnership with FEMA last fall, is an example of this work. I'he workshops included 
federal, state, regional and local public health and emergency management professionals 
and were designed to help coordinate roles, responsibilities and critical response actions 
following a wide-area anthrax attack. This year, as well as in FY 2012, we plan to 
continue to build on the success of ARES by conducting workshops in additional high- 
threat cities. 

Additionally, OHA works to provide Department leaders with appropriate subject matter 
expertise both in .steady state and during events which encompass public health, 
medicine, food defense, agricultural security, veterinary defense, pandemic influenza 
preparedness, and other threats. Our Food, Agriculture, and Veterinary Defense (FAVD) 
Branch initiative leads the coordination of the Department's programs to ensure the 
security of our nation’s food, agriculture, human and animal health. FAVD experts 
support the Department's efforts to enhance preparedness through capabilities 
development and facilitate the integration of the emergency management services 
community into federal, state, local, territorial, and tribal food and agriculture sector 
disaster preparedness activities. These resilience activities are funded out of our Planning 
and Coordination (P&C) PPA. The budget requests $6.16 million for P&C in FY 2012. 

Medical Countermeasures 


As discussed earlier, our biodefense activities are aimed at mitigating the effects of a 
biological attack through early detection. Early detection allows communities to provide 
medical countermeasures (MCM) to affected persons in a timely manner, saving more 
lives. OHA coordinates routinely with our federal partners, especially the Department of 
Health and Human Services (HHS), including the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention (CDC) and the Food and Drug Administration (FDA), on medical 
countermeasures issues. OHA represents DHS as an ex officio member of the HHS-led 
Public Health Emergency Medical Countermeasures Enterprise (PHEMCE) and in 
collaboration with a number of federal departments and agencies, OHA has supported the 
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development of the National Postal Model for MCM distribution. In addition, we have 
provided recommendations to enhance first responder protections, including protective 
measures. 

Along with the HUS Assistant Secretary for Preparedness and Response, we co-chair a 
working group to protect mission essential employees of executive branch departments 
and agencies in the event of a wide-area aerosol anthrax attack. OHA also has a lead role 
in DHS workforce health protection, especially in the event of a biological attack. OHA 
oversees the purchase and storage of MCM for the DHS mission-essential workforce, and 
hosts a DHS-wide biweekly medical countenneasure working group. We also provide 
medical guidance and logistical and operational support to Components as they finalize 
MCM plans. OHA is now in the process of credentialing DHS personnel who will 
provide the medical oversight of MCM medical storage and dispensing. 

Chemical Defense 


OHA leads in coordinating the Department’s health preparedness efforts to protect 
against high-consequence chemical events. High consequence chemical events, whether 
from terrorist attacks or accidental releases, po.se a significant homeland security threat. 
Chemical agents can potentially cause immediate mass casualties if released in or 
proximal to a densely populated area. A broad range of chemical agents pose a threat to 
the homeland including traditional chemical warfare agents as well as the abundant, more 
easily acquired toxic industrial chemicals (TIC). Chemical incidents are unique events, 
and may differ in many ways from biological incidents. This is because toxic chemical 
exposures cause large numbers of victims with sudden onset of violent symptoms (within 
minutes to hours). Due to the rapid onset of symptoms, federal and state response 
capabilities have limited impact because resources and reachback support will not be 
available quickly enough to assist with the initial response. Therefore, major emphasis 
must be placed on preparing communities to make effective decisions and take 
appropriate actions in the first minutes and hours of the response using proper 
technological and decision-support tools. 

Therefore we approach preparedness for chemical events in a different manner, focusing 
on building an overarching chemical defense framew'ork in order to build rapid response 
capabilities and enhance resilience to high-consequence chemical events. OHA uses the 
Chemical Terrorism Risk Assessment in to inform chemical terrorism and scenario risk in 
prioritizing programs. 

OHA's Chemical Defense Program (CDP) provides health and medical expertise related 
to chemical preparedness, detection, response, and resilience — ail critical to a 
comprehensive approach to protect against a chemical attack. Technologies and 
operations already employed at the federal, state and local level are being leveraged to 
create a comprehensive chemical defense framework. The chemical defense framework 
will create synergies and efficiencies among the many ongoing, but currently separate, 
chemical defense efforts. This framework will integrate DHS's current capabilities as 
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well as strengthen relationships both horizontally and vertically amongst all federal, state, 
local and tribal chemical defense stakeholders. 

The Baltimore Demonstration Project is an example of a current CDP project that is 
focused on enhancing chemical defense preparedness and response by emphasizing 
partnerships with federal, state and local stakeholders. The FY 20 1 2 budget reque.st of 
$2.4 million will allow OHA to continue to provide health and medical expertise related 
to chemical preparedness, response, and resilience in support of an integrated chemical 
defense framework to protect against high-consequence events. 

Conclusion 

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify today. I look forward to your questions. 
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administrator. Dr. Garza was a battalion surgeon and public health team chief during Operation 
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Medicine, a Masters in Public Health from the Saint Louis University School of Public Health 
and is Board certified in Emergency Medicine. He is the author of numerous articles and has 
lectured nationally and internationally about emergency medicine, disaster medicine, and 
bioterrorism. 
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CURRENT THREATS 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you both for your summary of what your 
job priorities are and what you do to try to make sure that we have 
a safe Nation. 

One thing that I would like to start out is maybe let you refocus 
just a minute and maybe giving the subcommittee a brief summary 
of the current threat picture for weapons of mass destruction in 
this country. I think it would be of interest, I know, to myself and 
to other members of the subcommittee. So if you could take a few 
minutes and just talk a little bit about the current threats that are 
out there as we speak. 

Dr. Stern, we will start with you. 

Mr. Stern. Thank you. At DNDO we take the information that 
the Intelligence Community provides us in terms of the risks of 
various activities, and we try and build our defenses based on the 
likelihood that an adversary would take a given path; for example, 
to move nuclear or radioactive material, you know, into the United 
States. So we don’t actually evaluate the actual likelihood that an 
entity like al Qaeda wants or is able to attack the United States, 
but rather we take the input from the Intelligence Community and 
build our models around that to try to identify how it is that we 
can detect those materials should they come through various path- 
ways. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay, Do you want to add anything? 

Dr. Garza. Sir, yes. I can tell you this, and part of it is in rela- 
tion to what Director Stern says. We take the threat information 
and we build it into risk profiles on how we are going to direct our 
operational programs. So we work very closely with the Science 
and Technology Directorate who builds the BTRA, the Biological 
Terrorism Risk Assessment, and CTRA, the Chemical Terrorism 
Risk Assessment, as well as an integrated risk that combines both 
biological, chemical, and nuclear. 

Specifically to your question though, I can tell you this: [Re- 
dacted] Without getting into a much higher classification scheme 
[Redacted]. 

If we look at the biological terrorism risks assessment provided 
by S&T [Redacted] majority fo the threat. There are other agents 
on the list that we are concerned about as well. But [Redacted] 
does occupy the top spot. 

If you look at the integrated risk assessments — and I would ask 
you if you had further questions about that, you should get a brief 
from S&T. [Redacted] Nuclear material is much easier to control 
the movement of and the control of, where biological agents are 
ubiquitous in the environment and they are located in labs around 
the world. So the control and access to them are much simpler than 
it is for nuclear material. And using these risk assessments and 
the different threat information is what drives a lot of what our 
operational programs are in the BioWatch as well as others. 

Mr. Aderholt. Director Stern, let me ask you this: What par- 
ticular scenarios are they putting before you that you have actually 
planned for? 
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Mr. Stern. Yeah. This is following on what Dr. Garza said, the 
nuclear terrorism risk assessment. At DNDO, we do lead the DHS 
radiological and nuclear 

Mr. Aderholt. Is your mic on? 

Mr. Stern. Sorry. So at DHS, we do lead the radiological and nu- 
clear risk threat assessment for the Science and Technology Divi- 
sion. But this document and series of analyses look at particular 
pathways and help us to prioritize pathways, not the overall risk. 
In the nuclear and radiological world, following on again what Dr. 
Garza said, there is a hierachy of risks in the sense that radio- 
logical materials are of less consequence hut are commonly avail- 
able both in the U.S. and overseas; whereas nuclear materials, nu- 
clear weapon materials, are very carefully controlled. So there are 
different scenarios we look at. 

And as I mentioned in my introductory remarks, one of the 
things that we are shifting our focus on is to look at an architec- 
ture that is a surge architecture that, again, assumes we will have 
a certain amount of information regarding the attack that would be 
coming and that will allow us to more rigorously defend and de- 
tect — defend the U.S. and detect the nuclear or radioactive mate- 
rial. And that effort very much is linked to this nuclear risk assess- 
ment. And in the Intelligence Community we all, again, work to- 
gether to identify what sort of information might be available in 
the case of the illicit movement of nuclear material and what 
wouldn’t; that allows us to build our models and develop an ade- 
quate architecture. 

DOMESTIC nuclear DETECTION OFFICE: STRUCTURE & PRIORITIES 

Mr. Aderholt. We may want to follow up with that shortly. But 
let me go ahead and address this. Of course, this is your first time. 
Director Stern, to appear before this subcommittee and a chance 
for us to get a sense of your vision of DNDO. It will come as no 
surprise to you that some have suggested your agency be folded in 
other parts of the Department of Homeland Security. 

Why does DNDO need to remain a stand-along operation within 
the Department? And what are your key priorities for the office 
going forward? 

Mr. Stern. I am not sure I fully agree with the premise. I be- 
lieve that DNDO is a unique organization that is able and is fo- 
cused on detection, detection systems, detection technologies, detec- 
tion architecture. And there is no, in my mind, ideal structure for 
us. We need to be in a place where we have the access to the Sec- 
retary, like we do now, and to other agencies to keep this issue of 
improving U.S. defenses against nuclear terrorism in the forefront. 
But I don’t assume that the only structure that is right is the one 
we have now. 

Mr. Aderholt. What is your explanation to other requests to 
move the transformational research activity to Science and Tech- 
nology? 

Mr. Stern. You know, that decision was made, of course, before 
I came onboard. And like any such decision, there are pluses and 
minuses. The plus is, of course, it brings a lot of the long-term re- 
search and development across the Department into one place. And 
one of the negatives is one of the founding principles of DNDO of 
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having an integrated system where we have research and develop- 
ment that leads to testing, that leads to production and acquisition. 
All together, that gets separated a little bit. 

Now I am sure that the Under Secreatary — Dr. O’Toole — of 
Science and Technology and I will have a very good working rela- 
tionship. And I am sure no matter what happens we will make it 
work. But the key to success is to ensure that the mission of DNDO 
is not affected by this transfer. So there are pluses and minuses. 
But whatever Congress decides, we will do our best to make sure 
that it doesn’t in any way harm the mission of DNDO. 

If I could continue because I — actually in your last question, I 
didn’t finish the second part in terms of the criticisms of DNDO 
and my vision for the future. There have been, as you suggest, a 
number of criticisms in the past of DNDO. And this is why, you 
know, I very strongly believe in bringing to DNDO these three 
principles I outlined at the outset. 

One is discipline, and we need to keep very disciplined on the 
things we are doing so that we can focus on our legislative man- 
date. When I came onboard, there were a few things we were doing 
that sort of were on the edges of this. So I am trying very hard to 
bring it together so we can focus on this very clear mandate. 

In terms of transparency, part of the criticism of DNDO was this 
lack of cooperation and transparency with Congress. So I am trying 
very hard to ensure that with all congressional staff and others, 
you know, we are transparent: that you know what we are doing 
and understand why we are doing it. We won’t always agree, but 
Congress has a fundamental right to know what we are doing and 
to effect that through the budget process. 

And third, this intellectual rigor. I think some on the outside 
have not viewed our activities as following a logical and defensible 
intellectual program. So I am trying very hard to make sure that 
anything we do, I can defend to you and to others in an intellectu- 
ally consistent way. And that gets back to transparency. I look very 
much forward to having some of those on the outside who have 
criticized us in the past, such as the National Academy, to look 
again and hear what we have done and see to what extent the 
same criticisms apply. My vision is simply to focus on our legisla- 
tive mandate and to do it well. 

Mr. Aderholt. How will DNDO system development acquisition 
and program activities be affected by the mover? And will you be 
a priority customer of S&T? 

Mr. Stern. Well, there are still some details we would need to 
work out. the transitional and applied research feeds into the solu- 
tions in development processes. So we are in the process now of 
trying to negotiate an MOU in terms of how that would work after 
they depart DNDO, if they depart DNDO. It is again a challenge. 
It is not insurmountable. The process works best when everything 
is well integrated, but again it is not the only structure that will 
work. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Price. 

BIOSURVEILLANCE 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Dr. Garza, let me turn to you and to the subject of biosurveil- 
lance. In 2008 this subcommittee directed the National Academy of 
Science to evaluate the BioWatch program and to compare it to an 
enhanced public health surveillance system. The National Academy 
of Science found that a network of sensors in strategic locations of- 
fered potential advantages in terms of the early detection of air- 
borne agents. But the BioWatch’s current methods of testing and 
evaluation needed improvement. Moreover, a system of this sort 
has inherent limitations both in geographical reach and in the 
range of agents it might be programmed to detect. 

Now, I notice you furnished a chart here today which diagrams 
some of the advantages in terms of early detection, early treat- 
ment, and lives saved, the advantages of a BioWatch-type system. 
But these inherent limitations, of course, still exist and will exist 
no matter how much we expand this system. And I don’t think we 
have ever had an answer to the question. How much is enough? 
What are the outer limits, the boundaries that probably will deter- 
mine the reach of this system? 

Since that report was completed, your agency has responded to 
some of the recommendations of the NIS report as you have been 
working on the Generation-3 technology. And I want to take up 
some of that in more detail in the second round of questions. 

But at this moment I want to focus on the issue of the inherent 
limitations in the BioWatch system. The National Academy’s report 
made it quite clear that even if it were widely deployed, BioWatch 
would need to be complemented by improved intake and analysis 
of data through the public health system, which is inherently 
broader and more flexible than BioWatch’s system of detection. 

So let me ask you three related questions about this. OHA has 
been working with Federal, State and local partners, including a 
consortium of government and academic institutions, and in my 
State of North Carolina to address this public health side of the bi- 
ological detection equation. And as you know. North Carolina pio- 
neered this years ago. Can you fill us in on the progress that you 
have made on these efforts? 

Secondly, how does OHA intend to engage more State and local 
partners in these activities? Assuming that this kind of data intake 
effort, this early detection, early analysis effort, that it is inher- 
ently going to be a partnership, it is not going to be simply run by 
OHA, it is going to require these partnerships at the State and 
local level, how do you plan to engage these partners? 

And then thirdly, to what extent is your work with State and 
local partners incorporated into the national biosurveillance inte- 
gration system? 

Dr. Garza. Thank you. Congressman Price. So you are absolutely 
correct that the BioWatch system does have limitations in what it 
can perform. It has absolute responsibility for things that it does 
detect for. But it is part of a system, a larger system, as you appro- 
priately mentioned, and part of a larger biodefense picture which 
does include biosurveillance. 

You also mentioned the program in North Carolina, and our 
work with the project in North Carolina has been very encour- 
aging. And you know as well as I do that the State of North Caro- 
lina has a very good integrated system between public health. 
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emergency departments, law enforcement, and the different com- 
munities that it takes to have a very robust surveillance picture. 
So with OHA working with the State and local and territorial lead- 
ers, that is an important mission of the national biosurveillance in- 
tegration system. 

In addition to the work that we have been doing with North 
Carolina, we have also had outreach to several other States. And 
we are starting to make some forays into how can we work best 
with them. Now, part of that involves letting them have awareness 
or use of our tools within the NBIS system, particularly the biologi- 
cal common operating picture. So the States commonly understand 
what their own data is, but they frequently do not have the na- 
tional picture on what data looks like. And as we all know in deal- 
ing with pandemics as well as other issues, it is very important for 
us to have global situational awareness, which is what the biologi- 
cal common operating picture is built to do; so that somebody from 
the State of North Carolina could see what is going on in the State 
of North Carolina or the State of Alabama or likewise, because it 
is only through this common situational awareness that we can 
best build that biosurveillance picture. So that is one part of engag- 
ing our partners. 

Other parts are a little bit more security-centric with other parts 
of our office, even outside of biosurveillance. We are quickly adapt- 
ing to the notion that health does belong in our national fusion cen- 
ters. And we have been advocating this across the country and at 
the national level, that public health does belong as part of a na- 
tional security picture. So we have been advocating for and assist- 
ing with getting health partners into our fusion centers, where they 
can be sitting next to law enforcement and other disciplines to in- 
terpret data as well as reports coming in for the health effects and/ 
or looking for other markers of what could potentially be a health- 
related event. 

So those are a couple of the ways that we are more engaged with 
the States. We are always looking for ways to further engage with 
the States and we really — we work very well with the State Public 
Health officials. I meet with them regularly, probably two or three 
times a year, to discuss issues like this. And we are very much en- 
gaged with them. 

Mr. Price. The presence of these public health efforts is of course 
a source of great strength and expanded reach for you. I suppose 
the downside of it though, the downside of the partnership, a char- 
acter of this, is that if those partners aren’t there, if these capac- 
ities aren’t developed in a given State, then it is problematic how 
much you can achieve. Do you have any way of giving us an over- 
view of how far along these capacities are? States, after all, are 
strapped for funds right now. I mean, there are plenty of competing 
priorities. 

We are confident that what is going on in North Carolina will be 
something of a model, something of a demonstration for the rest of 
the country. But do you have any kind of tabulated account of the 
capabilities that you are looking at in the various States, how far 
along you are toward having this kind of early detection and anal- 
ysis capability; also requires, of course, data processing capacity. It 
requires a lot of things there. So there are some advantages and 



290 


disadvantages, I would say, that come with the State-centric, State- 
centered nature of this effort. 

Dr. Garza. Yes, sir. So as far as tabulations go, we are currently 
exploring, or we are currently in the works of getting this biological 
common operating picture out to four States. As you know, we have 
been working a lot with the State of North Carolina to develop 
their capacity for integrated biosurveillance. You are correct that 
this does need to be a bidirectional flow between the State and the 
Federal Government. 

Unfortunately, in terms of biosurveillance, that data is very slow 
in coming because it has to go from local to State, and then usually 
to CDC, because that is the way the information flows. But I think 
some of the very best ways, though, that we could go about trying 
to improve information flow is looking for more novel approaches 
to gaining situational awareness. Now, Whether that is through 
different forms of data with poison centers, with emergency med- 
ical services data, and issues like that is something that we are ex- 
ploring. 

Mr. Price. I understand that that diversity of data in fact is a 
very important consideration. I am told, for example, that there 
might be a certain payoff in tracking Pepto-Bismol sales at drug- 
stores. That sort of thing could be indicative of a significant issue. 

Dr. Garza. Yes. You are absolutely right. Part of the strategy 
will be reaching out to some of our private sector partners as well, 
to do exactly what you are talking about, which is trying to get 
data from retail pharmacies on if there has been a run on cold and 
flu medicine, for example, in a period of time where you would not 
expect that to happen, such as during the summer months. 

So we are exploring those options as well. And I think we have 
a fairly good lead on getting that sort of private sector data. It is 
always difficult working with private sector data. It is always dif- 
ficult working with private sector data just because of the business 
aspect of it, and people don’t want to release their data on sales 
and things like that. But in working with some middle kind of — 
wherever the data is aggregated, I think we have a better chance 
of doing that. 

But I do want to get back to your point on funding, though. And 
that is, the majority of the funding for the public health partners 
does come through CDC and through HHS-ASPR as well as 
FEMA. So one of the things that our office does do is advise 
FEMA — and FEMA grantees typically spend a lot of money on 
emergency response equipment and, you know, law enforcement- 
type issues and things like that. So part of our job is trying to con- 
vince them that public health is an important part of emergency 
management and emergency response, and getting those public 
health partners the ability to apply for those FEMA grant dollars 
to support those public health initiatives that you and I know are 
so important. 

Mr. Price. Finally, just could you fill us in on the extent to 
which this is integrated into the NBIS? 

Dr. Garza. The integration of the States into the NBIS, sir? 

Mr. Price. Yes. 

Dr. Garza. As I mentioned, right now as it stands, it is very 
much a unidirectional flow which is going from the national to the 
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States. The data that we do receive is a lot of — not what you would 
think as traditional data, whether it is looking for open-source re- 
porting on disease states as well as getting different information 
from States from our fusion centers and various customers like 
that. 

But I do want to hit on that we have made tremendous strides 
I think in reaching out to the States to get that sort of bidirectional 
flow, as well as other partners. 

I recently participated with the DOD in an exercise. I am looking 
at just this issue. And the director — or I am sorry, he is the Assist- 
ant Secretary for Chem-Bio for DOD — is very much interested in 
partnering with DHS on this biosurveillance picture for a more 
global picture. 

As we know, DOD is deployed worldwide, so they have a par- 
ticular interest in surveillance. We recognize that things that start 
overseas are going to be a risk to homeland security. So we do have 
a vested interest in making sure that we are partnered up. But we 
are always looking for ways to strengthen that relationship with 
our States as well. And I think we are headed down a good path. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Carter. 

ADVANCED SPECTROSCOPIC PORTAL DEVICES: IMPLEMENTING 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My question is about the advanced spectroscopic quarterly ASP 
machines. I understand these machines are intended to screen peo- 
ple, cars, trucks, and containers for radioactive material at 600 
U.S. ports. I also understand that the fiscal year 2012 budget will 
fund the procurement of 44 of these systems. 

As we talk about how over recent years DNDO has been criti- 
cized in its research development testing of the ASP machines. 
How has the research development testing of the 44 planned addi- 
tional systems been improved? What procedures have you done to 
improve them? Do you feel that DNDO — or are you not able to dou- 
ble-check the improvement on these machines? And because you 
are having developmental testing, can you assure us that the 
money we are spending at this time is going to be well spent and 
the equipment procurement will not again be criticized by GAO or 
the National Academy of Science? 

Mr. Stern. Thank you for your question. Congressman. I guess 
I will answer your last question first which is, no, I cannot assure 
you that we won’t be criticized by GAO or the National Academy. 
But I can assure you that we will do things in an intellectually rig- 
orous way and in a disciplined way to minimize the likelihood of 
that. 

The request for funding for a number of ASPs in fiscal year 2012 
is based on the assumption that the ASP makes it through testing, 
which is expected to be completed this year. That is not a foregone 
conclusion. Earlier this year, we began the last phase of field vali- 
dation. We are at the tail end of that field validation, and we will 
go back to the Acquisitions Review Board to decide the path for- 
ward. And that path may be that, in fact, this device is ready to 
be fielded, or it may be that it is not, and it may be that it is time 
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to terminate the program. But I am committed to following that 
process and ensuring that the result that comes out is a defensible 
result and something I can explain in clear terms to you. 

Mr. Carter. These are pretty expensive products, and some 
would say they are only marginally better than existing systems. 
I am wondering if you have looked at, secondly, inspection systems 
of the type — I don’t have the mic turned on, I am sorry. Some say 
they are not any better than what we have already got. 

Mr. Stern. The certain threat materials — and this is a classified 
room so we can talk a little more broadly about it. [Redacted] 

So in answering your question, the ASP — the ASP device in sec- 
ondary is a much better system than the current system we have 
in terms of dealing with the threat [Redacted]. But it is not nec- 
essarily the only system out there. [Redacted] And while we will 
be doing better, we won’t be solving the problem with the ASP. 

Mr. Carter. And GAO and the National Academy of Sciences 
make these criticisms. I assume they put them in writing, and the 
people who are developing this product have looked at them and 
are trying to figure out how to solve what these folks are seeing 
as a problem, which may be your research and development might 
not have seen as a problem; is that correct? 

Mr. Stern. That is correct. I personally review all of these re- 
ports, and particularly the last National Academy report, very 
closely; and the test-model-test, or model-test-model approach they 
recommend is resulting in a fundamental shift in the way we do 
business at DNDO. Their recommendation for spiral development 
will be a fundamental part of the ASP program if it goes forward, 
or any other program. A number of their fundamental rec- 
ommendations will be part of DNDO. Some of the other rec- 
ommendations that they have made are good recommendations but 
are not necessarily practically implementable. 

But yes, we do follow the report, the criticisms. Again, this gets 
back to this intellectual rigor, and we incorporate it in what we do 
to the extent that we can. 

Mr. Carter. And the reason I ask the question, because the first 
time you answered the question, it was sort of we are trying to do 
everything we can that we are able to do. And I was wondering, 
I want to make sure you were looking at at least addressing the 
issues. Is it beyond the scope of what you think is capable? Do you 
reply to them in any form or fashion to say this is really not sci- 
entifically capable? 

Mr. Stern. Yes, if I could give you an example. The National 
Academy report which again, I have a fundamental respect for the 
National Academy and their recommendations. But one of their 
recommendations was that we consider in our cost/benefit analysis 
a comparison with a device that doesn’t really exist yet. They noted 
that if you took the data from an existing device and put it into 
a computer with a more advanced computer code, you would get a 
better answer. And it is a reasonable point. It is intellectually a 
reasonable point. But it is not really part of a cost/benefit analysis, 
because in a cost/benefit analysis, you examine the costs and bene- 
fits of devices that actually exist, not that in theory could exist. 

So we reply to the National Academy that it is a reasonable point 
but it is not something we can follow. I have no doubts that DNDO, 
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with its current staff and current budget, can do a better job than 
probably any other organization in testing, in setting standards for 
nuclear devices. I am just not sure in the past we have approached 
it the right way, and I am committed to turning things so that we 
are approaching it in the right way. 

I think we test devices more rigorously, even in the past, than 
any other entity in the world. And you know in Washington, no 
good deed goes unpunished. The more we test, the more things we 
expose. Of course, other devices that are out there that haven’t 
been tested, you know, don’t get the same degree of scrutiny. 

So just the fundamental answer to your question is, yes, we are 
capable of implementing any recommendations that the National 
Academy or the GAO have made. Yes, we take them very seriously. 
And yes, they will affect what we do in the future in a fundamental 
way. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Ms. Roybal-Allard. 

GLOBAL NUCLEAR DETECTION ARCHITECTURE: STRATEGIC PLAN 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Mr. Stern, in your opening comments, you 
mentioned that you have completed the strategic plan. And the 
lack of a plan was what GAO highlighted as part of the failure 
with regards to the ASP. They also said that as a result of the lack 
of a strategic plan that attention was taken away from other as- 
pects that were important [Redacted]. It also mentioned that it de- 
layed the creation of a global nuclear detection architecture, which 
we were talking about just a little bit earlier. 

Can you elab^orate a little bit on your strategic plan and how it 
is put together as a guide for future investments in technology, and 
also how it is used in a way that focus is not taken away from 
other aspects or other responsibilities that you have? 

Mr. Stern. Sure. Thank you for the question. Yes, one of GAO’s 
fundamental recommendations or criticisms, if you will, was that 
focus on the ASP detracted from our broader responsibility of look- 
ing at the global and the domestic nuclear detection architecture. 
And I actually agree with that. 

In the past, we have spent so much effort on this one device that 
we haven’t spent adequate effort on other areas of the global nu- 
clear detection architecture, on other pathways, as you indicate. 
Congresswoman. So I fundamentally agree with the criticism, and 
it is why when I first came on — I think my first 3 or 4 months with 
the seven other agencies that are responsible to develop the stra- 
tegic plan, as Congress and GAO had recommended. The strategic 
plan begins where any strategic plan needs to. 

It defines what the global nuclear detection architecture is. Be- 
fore the strategic plan, there was no interagency or any kind of a 
definition of where the architecture began and where it ended. So 
there couldn’t be really discussion of the very important element of 
roles and responsibilities. So the strategic plan begins with the def- 
inition, which took quite some time and effort to hammer out. It 
then moves to fundamental goals of the architecture, and then fun- 
damental objectives of architecture, and then performance goals 
and then, very importantly, the roles and responsibilities of the 
many agencies that are involved in this effort. 
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So the strategic plan to me in any case is a framework for our 
efforts in the future. And you may have seen our budget briefings, 
for example; and our budget requests are all now put in the context 
of the roles and responsibilities and the performance goals that are 
identified in the strategic plan. And that gives Congress a degree 
of transparency into what we at DNDO, we at DHS and what, 
across the government, what we are doing and what we are spend- 
ing on detection architecture, because you have specific perform- 
ance goals and the roles that each agency plays within that. 

But the other big and more precise thing that came out of the 
strategic plan that worked for me was this recognition that, given 
the physical limitations for example, [Redacted], we needed to 
relook at the concept that we were using to define our efforts. And 
this is where we have come up with this surge architecture; that 
is, the ability to respond to certain capability — to certain threats 
quickly, and adequate resources, and that then leads ultimately to, 
as I described at the outset, the need for providing substantial as- 
sistance to State and local authorities so that the State and local 
authorities working with the Federal Government can surge assets 
in order to detect nuclear radioactive material when we are pre- 
sented with information that will help guide us. 

So we begin with the strategic plan. That is the underlying 
framework for what we do, and that provides some degree of intel- 
lectual rigor and a transparency for Congress in terms of what we 
are doing. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. That is what I wanted to ask you about, be- 
cause my understanding is as part of what needs to be done is the 
development of a metrics system so that you can measure the per- 
formance of the global nuclear detection architecture. And as I un- 
derstand it, at least according to CRS, without this metrics, it will 
be difficult for Congress to assess the effectiveness of new invest- 
ments in the GNDA and to monitor progress towards the goals. 

So my question is then: Can you update us on the development 
of this metrics system and how soon can we expect it to be imple- 
mented so that we as Members of Congress, we can use it. 

Mr. Stern. Sure. And I agree completely with CRS, GAO, and 
you. So the strategic plan is the framework. 

The next document that you will receive, which should be — I 
hesitate to say, because of clearance, but within a month. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Possibly. 

Mr. Stern. We are working hard and we have a good first draft, 
is our annual review. And our annual review, which you have re- 
ceived, I think the last time, 2 years ago, will be very different this 
time in that it will be much more meaty. It will have the metrics 
which you indicate and I agree is necessary in order to take the 
next step in allowing you to evaluate progress on the global and 
particularly the domestic architecture. And we will have real de- 
tails on the work that is going on across the government linked to 
those metrics, linked to the performance goals and the strategic 
plan and what we are trying to achieve and how we are trying to 
achieve it. So if that answers 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. So within about a month or so? 

Mr. Stern. Yeah. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Latham. 
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AGRO-TERRORISM 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And, Mr. Garza, you are 
being ignored there. Dr. Garza. One of the real threats I have al- 
ways thought was having to do with agri-terrorism, contamination 
of the food supply and foreign animal disease outbreaks which 
could be brought into the country on a handkerchief, basically, and 
rub a few cattle’s nose and have hoof-and-mouth disease and things 
like that. 

What are you doing to monitor that or how — talk about the co- 
ordination monitor. 

Mr. Garza. Yes, sir. So you bring up a very important point, 
which is it is not all just human health issues that we need to 
worry about. The food, agricultural, and veterinarian sector is 
something that does cause us a lot of concern. We do play a sup- 
porting role in that. Of course, USD A as well as the FDA play 
major roles in that. But we do support efforts from the Homeland 
Security’s perspective with our food, agriculture and veterinarian 
defense branch. So I employ six veterinarians whose sole job is to 
work on those efforts. 

You rightly mentioned some of the concerns with food chain secu- 
rity and with organic disease such as foot and mouth disease. So 
as we all know, foot and mouth disease is now somewhat of a prob- 
lem in the Far East and in Korea, especially in North Korea. And 
the effects of a foot-and-mouth disease outbreak on the United 
States would be devastating to the economy, especially to our 
ranchers. We export a lot of beef It would absolutely destroy that 
market. 

The examples that we can use for that is simple as our HlNl 
pandemic when people continued to call it swine flu, and we saw 
the pork industry be devastated just from the word “swine” flu. 

So our food, ag and vet defense branch is actively engaged with 
our partners at USDA and FDA. And some of the things that they 
have been working on are building metrics and tools for the States 
to use to build their own inherent capabilities, and some of these 
are on the Internet where the States can go. They answer a series 
of questions and it builds a risk model for them that says these are 
the things you need to be concentrating on, and it helps them plot 
out where they need to focus a lot of their efforts on. And so that 
is in partnership with the Federal interagency. 

In addition, we do monitor the intelligence information from 
around the world because, as you know, the food security supply 
chain is a tough, tough issue. We all saw it with the melamine in 
dog food and milk. Believe it or not — and you should probably get 
a brief on this as well — a good majority of the food products that 
the United States consumes are brought in from other countries, as 
far as the different bits and pieces. And so we are all connected in 
the food chain, and just one disruption in that with a dangerous 
chemical could cause a lot of economic as well as social disruption. 
So we are monitoring those things on intelligence and analysis. We 
are trying to build up State and local capacity. And we are working 
with our partners in the Federal interagency. 
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ANTHRAX VACCINE 

Mr. Latham. Just one other question. What is the status and the 
quality and availability for a supply of vaccine for anthrax? 

Mr. Garza. The biggest procurers of vaccine are, of course, the 
Federal Government for the Strategic National Stockpile. 

Mr. Latham. Is that modern technology? 

Mr. Garza. Is the vaccine modern technology? It has been 
around for quite a few years. I can say that there are no harmful 
effects to most people, because I am a recipient of that through the 
DOD. You can make your own judgment on that. But it is a feder- 
ally licensed vaccine. And in order to get licensure from the FDA, 
it does have to go through safety studies. And so a lot of the inher- 
ent biases against the vaccine were really built on cases of indi- 
vidual reactions more so than problems with the general popu- 
lation. 

So it is a safe vaccine. It is pretty limited on the people that can 
receive the vaccine. The problem with the vaccine is that the cur- 
rent dosing for it is very lengthy. And so you have to get at least 
five does in order to become fully immune. 

Now, we are doing — not we, OHA — we, the Federal Government, 
arer continuing to do studies to see if we can reduce the vaccine 
load to fewer amounts of inoculations in order to get full protection. 
But those have not been published yet. But that is really the hur- 
dle that has to be overcome is that you need a vaccine where you 
don’t have to have a large series of shots, because you lose people 
to follow-up and you are unable to complete the series and things 
like that. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Dicks. 

ADVANCED SPECTROSCOPIC PORTAL DEVICES: CERTIFICATION PROCESS 

Mr. Dicks. Director Stern, what hurdles must be overcome before 
the Secretary certifies advanced spectroscopic radiation portal mon- 
itors? 

Mr. Stern. Before the Secretary decides on certification, the 
process is that it goes through field validation and then operational 
testing, and then ultimately she will decide whether it is time to 
certify or not. That presumes again, it makes it through each of 
these steps. We are at the tail end of field validation. There are 
some issues and we are trying to determine how to proceed. 

Mr. Dicks. It has been 5 years and apparently two of the three 
original vendors are no longer participating in the acquisition be- 
cause they had technical difficulties that could not be overcome. 
Raytheon, the one of many vendors, continues to undergo testing. 
Is this a problem? 

Mr. Stern. Thank you for the the question. No. As you described 
it, that is the process as envisioned. There were actually a much 
larger number of companies that tried at the beginning, and as 
time went on and at various very precisely defined points, those 
numbers were narrowed. So in the end we get the best device at 
the best cost/benefit for the U.S. 

So the process you have described is accurate, but the fact that 
there is one vendor now as opposed to three, representing three dif- 
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ferent devices, the ASP, A, B and C, is not a problem. It is the re- 
sult of the process. 

Mr. Dicks. During this period, it is possible that other radiation 
detection technologies being developed by the private sector may 
have advanced far enough along to overcome the need for ASPs in 
secondary? 

Mr. Stern. There has been, I think as I mentioned in my testi- 
mony, a lot of progress in the private sector regarding portal mon- 
itors and spectroscopic portal monitors. We are in our decision on 
our path forward doing our best to take into account that informa- 
tion. Again, we have to move through the ASP process before we 
can move to another process. I want to make sure that the U.S. 
makes the best decision possible with the limited resources that 
are available. So, yes, there has been a lot of progress and we are 
going to try to take that into account. 

Mr. Dicks. Would those be primary screening tools, the newer 
ones that we are talking about, the newer technology? 

Mr. Stern. Whether a device is primary or secondary is more an 
issue of negotiation with the Customs and Border Protection and 
their concept of operations. They all do in essence the same thing; 
that is, some of the devices you may be referring to are also ad- 
vanced spectroscopic portals. So they have different sensitivities 
and different capabilities, but they would likely perform the same 
function unless somehow the concept of operations for CBP 
changes. 

Mr. Dicks. I assume these would also be utilized in our major 
ports; is that correct? 

Mr. Stern. I am sorry. Take a step back. There are devices that 
are made of plastic PVT that are deployed at our ports across the 
U.S. that don’t really have much of a capability to identify isotopes. 
Then there are more advanced devices such as the ASP that could 
do a much better job of identifying different isotopes, and there are 
some in the private sector. In the U.S., I don’t believe any of these 
advanced portals are deployed at our ports. Some of them are de- 
ployed in the interior and some are deployed overseas, including 
the ASP. But at our ports, we use almost exclusively now the plas- 
tic, the PBT, portals that do not identify isotopes very well. 

GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN: CONTINGENCY PLAN 

Mr. Dicks. Let me ask you this: If there was a government shut- 
down, what impact would it have on both of your work? And are 
there urgent problems that would go unaddressed if that should 
occur? 

Mr. Stern. Well, we have a plan, a departmental-level plan in 
the case of a shutdown. So work definitely would go unaddressed. 
The urgent work would be addressed. 

Mr. Dicks. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

BIO WATCH GENERATION-3: COMPARISON TO GEN-1 & GEN-2 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. Secretary Garza, the BioWatch Gen- 
3 is designed to provide greater coverage at a decreased cost. What 
are the added capabilities of the Gen-3 system as compared to the 
Gen-1 and -2 systems that are currently deployed? 
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Mr. Garza. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The Gen-3 system is de- 
signed — the basic premise of the Gen-3 is to increase the time to 
detect. The reason why that is such an important aspect is that we 
have very limited time from the time of exposure to the time of ill- 
ness where we can deploy medical countermeasures. And you al- 
ways have to factor in how much time it is going to take to look 
at the results, to come to a decision process, to deploy the SNS and 
distribute medical countermeasures. And that is a fairly lengthy 
process. 

So the current Gen-1, -2, is anywhere from 24 to 36 hours from 
time of exposure to time of detection. The goal of Gen-3 is to de- 
crease that time down to 4 to 6 hours. The other benefit of Genera- 
tion-3 is that it will be expanding the distribution of the machines. 
So it will protect more of the population, we will be going from any- 
where from 70 percent of the population protected within an urban 
environment, or, within the community, up to 90 percent. And it 
will increase the coverage of the United States population in total 
from 20 percent to 33 percent. 

The other added benefit of Generation-3 is that we will now start 
taking the program indoors where there is also an increasing 
threat. As everybody I am sure knows, if a terrorist was a thinking 
terrorist, they would want to go someplace where there was a high 
concentration of people where they could get the most bang for 
their buck, and clearly some of that would be indoors. So we are 
moving some of our machines also indoors from five locations up 
to 160. 

Mr. Aderholt. Would you continue to maintain that Gen-1 and 
-2 units? 

Mr. Garza. It would be a phased deployment of Gen-1, -2, up to 
Gen-3. So there would be a period of time where we would simulta- 
neously run both systems until Gen-3 came up and running. At 
that time, we would phase out Gen-1, -2. We would still retain that 
capability, though, for surge capacity, as well as dealing with some 
national security events that we do throughout the year and other 
issues as we would need to use them. 

Mr. Aderholt. Secretary Garza, this would be — after having 
planned to have two vendors, last year you down-selected to just 
one vendor. What drove the down-select to one vendor? 

Mr. Garza. It was not technically a down-select. It was during 
the first phase of our program, there were troubles with the assays 
and algorithms of one of the vendors. Essentially what that means 
is it was giving us positive signals when the bacteria or the virus 
that we were looking for was not present, and it was giving us neg- 
ative signals when it was there. And simply that is unacceptable. 

And so we worked with the vendor and, believe me, we have very 
high regard for competitiveness. We absolutely would like for more 
than one vendor to be involved in the competition. However, the 
science is going to trump that every day. So we gave the vendor 
some opportunity to correct some of the things that we were seeing, 
and they are completely able to come back into the process in a sec- 
ond REP phase, granted they will have done certain things in order 
to be successful in that. But at the end of the day, we just couldn’t 
go along with them continuing in Phase 1. 
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BIOWATCH GENERATION-3: TESTING & EVALUATION 

Mr. Aderholt. You have initiated a field test of Gen-3 at the 
end of February that is still ongoing. What is the status of the field 
test? 

Mr. Garza. Yes, sir. The field test is ongoing right now in the 
[Redacted]. I am happy to report the machines survived the [Re- 
dacted] that they had [Redacted] and came through with flying col- 
ors. It is ongoing right now. From all the reports that I have re- 
ceived, it has been going very well. 

And I will just put this plug out for you. We are having a VIP 
day [Redacted] that all of your staff, I believe, have received or will 
receive invitations to go up and have a look at the machines, ask 
questions, and get more information on the field test. I believe the 
field test is going to run until the middle of June or July, and at 
that time we can take a look at the date and see how they per- 
formed. 

Mr. Aderholt. So you are safe to say those are operating up to 
your expectations at this point? 

Mr. Garza. At this point, I haven’t seen anything that discour- 
ages me, no. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am going to follow up 
on this line of questioning and I want to clarify a couple of things 
you just said and then ask you for some further elaboration. 

You did terminate the contract with one of the two vendors, both 
false positive and false negative ratings unacceptably high. So you 
are saying that this second vendor could get back in the game only 
if these problems are overcome to your satisfaction? 

Mr. Garza. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Price. Are you making an estimation of how likely that is? 
Or are we going to in all likelihood be working here with one ven- 
dor? 

Mr. Garza. From my experience in looking at the testing proce- 
dures, it would be a steep climb to get back into. It is not impos- 
sible, though. But you have to — the testing and evaluation process 
that we have laid out, it was built to be rigorous because we under- 
stand the consequences that would follow given a positive test from 
these machines. And so we have to stick with what the science is 
telling us, that either these things will work the way they are ex- 
pected to work and deliver us the information that we need. 

I did want to clarify one thing, though. We didn’t terminate a 
contract. That has certain legalistic implications to it. So they are 
unable to proceed with the original Phase 1 of the contract. But we 
certainly have left it open for them if they can correct the issues 
that were involved and can give us reasonable assurance that they 
have been corrected. We are committed to a clear, transparent, and 
open competition. 

BIOWATCH generation-3: PATHOGEN DETECTION 

Mr. Price. Well, I certainly agree with your assessment of how 
important it is to get this right. After all, we are talking about very 
important capabilities here, more rapid detection, detection done 
without an attendant, removing a filter and analyzing it and so 
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forth. These are advances that we know we have to achieve if this 
system is to live up to its promise. 

In this classified setting, could you discuss what specific biologi- 
cal pathogens the Gen-3 system will test for and how that com- 
pares to what is currently in place? I understand that testing for 
more pathogens is one of the advantages. 

Mr. Garza. Yes, sir. Currently we test for [Redacted] agents. [Re- 
dacted] And that is all controlled information. 

So we picked those organisms based off of the Science and Tech- 
nology bioterrorism risk assessment as the top [Redacted] orga- 
nisms that are at the highest risk for the United States. Of those 
[Redacted] that territory. So they make up the bulwark of what we 
look for. 

Generation-3, though, has the capacity to test up to 20 agents. 
So we don’t have to limit it [Redacted]. And if we receive intel- 
ligence or if we receive an updated risk information that these bac- 
terial agents have changed, then we can certainly develop — we 
won’t develop the assay, we will test the assay to make sure it 
works. But we can certainly employ that into the machines. We de- 
liberately made the machines when we put out the request for in- 
formation to make sure that they were expandable and compatible 
to do things like that. 

Mr. Price. Well, the feature of quicker turnaround and an auto- 
mated turnaround has been much more thoroughly discussed, at 
least in this committee, than has this feature of more flexibility in 
terms of the ability to test for more agents, is that — in layman’s 
terms, can you just briefly account for that expanded new capacity? 
Is it a matter of the way the machines operate, the machines are 
equipped, the way the machines are read? What are we talking 
about here? 

Mr. Garza. So the big difference between Gen -1/2 and Gen-3 is, 
of course, as you mentioned. We are basically taking all of the func- 
tions that are inherent to Gen-1 and Gen-2 and compressing them 
into a single unit. We have affectionately called it a “lab in a box.” 
The laboratory workers get really mad at us when we say that, so 
we don’t mention it very much. But that is affectionately what it 
does. 

It doesn’t mean that Gen-1, -2 could not expand to agents more 
than [Redacted]. Because what happens is the vacuum or the air 
collector collects air in the environment through a filter paper. You 
are correct; somebody has to go pick up that filter, take it back to 
the lab where the analysis is run. We only run it on [Redacted] 
agents right now. Clearly if we needed to run on more agents, we 
could do that. We could incorporate that into our laboratory capac- 
ity. It would take more work, more money, things like that. But the 
beauty of the Gen-3 is we could incorporate it all into the machine 
at once, or we can either up-select or down-select the number of 
agents that we could use, provided that we had an adequate assay. 
And the assay is the chemicals that are used to test for the DNA 
of the bacteria, and that is something that is very technically dif- 
ficult to make sure that you get right, because you want to make 
sure you are hitting the right bug; you want to make sure you are 
not missing the right bug as well. 
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BIOWATCH GENERATION-3: NATURALLY OCCURRING VS. INTENTIONAL 

PATHOGENS 

Mr. Price. Now, there are some consequences for some of these 
false readings that we have seen with the earlier versions of this 
equipment. There are dozens of instances, as I understand it, 
where the BioWatch filters have captured dangerous germs, al- 
though none of them have heen the result of a biological attack. In 
some of these instances, it has taken weeks to determine that this 
is a naturally occurring pathogen. That is well beyond the time it 
would take public health professionals to see the results of a bio- 
logical attack. Speaking of the supposed time advantage, in this in- 
stance it has been reversed. 

Is this kind of disconcerting pattern of false readings continuing? 
What cities have been affected by this? How long has it taken DHS 
and the local community to determine that it was not a biological 
attack going on? 

Mr. Garza. Yes, sir. So allow me to explain what occurs with 
that. So they are not false readings per se, because they detect ab- 
solutely what they are built to detect, which is bacteria, DNA of 
bacteria. This bacteria, as I mentioned during the briefings, is 
ubiquitous in the environment. [Redacted] But these are not false 
positives. They are true positives in the sense that we found DNA. 
They are not true positives in the sense — and I think what you 
were describing in that, they were intentionally released. 

Mr. Price. Yes. I understand. 

Mr. Garza. So we have through our experience in working with 
that, we have come up with different ways of identifying whether 
we believe that this is an intentional release or a naturally occur- 
ring event. And some of those are technical things such as looking 
at cycle times. We know that if we bake the DNA enough or mul- 
tiply the DNA enough, that we are going to find something. And, 
frankly, all of those have been where we have very much expanded 
the DNA through multiple cycles. 

So looking at that, we discussed — of course we take this very se- 
riously, though. So we don’t just write it off as it is environmental 
and they are ready to go about doing their business. We always 
talk with our FBI partners, with our emergency providers; has any- 
body noticed an increase in cases in hospitals? And then the public 
health providers usually do a prolonged surveillance period to 
make sure we are not missing anything. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Chairman, I know my time has expired. I will 
have some additional questions for the record. If I could, just one 
question for clarification here, and then I will be done. You talk 
about this process that you go through and, of course, it needs to 
be a very careful process that leaves nothing to chance. How much 
of the experimentation and demonstration and work that is under- 
way on Gen-3 is going to directly address this problem? 

Mr. Garza. There is quite a bit, frankly. So part of that is select- 
ing for the bacteria that we know is going to be the most likely 
causative agent for an intentional attack, because there is a lot of 
“near neighbors” is what we call them, in bacteria. A lot of bacteria 
that are in the same family but some of them are disease-causing 
and some of them are not. 
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And so developing better assays so that we can target more spe- 
cifically the organisms that we know would be of a terrorist origin 
is part of the process that went into developing Gen-3. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Dicks. 

Mr. Dicks. No further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

GLOBAL NUCLEAR DETECTION ARCHITECTURE: GAPS 

Mr. Aderholt. Director Stern, it is not feasible, either finan- 
cially or practically for DNDO to close every gap that could be used 
to smuggle nuclear material into the United States, but it is your 
job to determine what the highest risk vulnerabilities are and to 
put a priority on which ones must be mitigated. 

At the same time, we understand that your efforts to build a 
more comprehensive, inclusive global nuclear detective architecture 
across the government is still at its beginning stages with most 
shown by DNDO as being at stage zero gap identification in the 
DNDO solution development process. What are the biggest holes in 
the GNDA and how are you working to rapidly close them? 

Mr. Stern. Thank you for the question. Congressman. There are 
lots of holes, frankly, in the global nuclear detection architecture. 
But the biggest reason is because of simple physics and the way 
we lead our lives. And I don’t think that that is, frankly, going to 
change in any time in the foreseeable future without a funda- 
mental change in detection technology, which will take a great deal 
of time. And this is why I am changing the approach that the 
DNDO takes towards architecture to look at this surge architec- 
ture. 

I had one of my guys do just an off-the-cuff estimate of what it 
would cost to actually close the gaps in a non-rigorous way. [Re- 
dacted] I mean, physics is very much working against us here. And 
so what we are doing is saying, look, in the case of an attack, it 
wouldn’t just come out of the blue, there will be some intelligence. 
We spend $60 to $80 billion a year on the Intelligence Community 
for a reason: because there will be some information. 

So let us develop an architecture that assumes some level of in- 
formation before we act, as opposed to just having static detectors 
waiting to see what might pass by it. So we have begun that proc- 
ess, working very closely with the Intelligence Community, and the 
National Counterterrorism Center in particular, to help define 
what information would likely be available. For example, would the 
pathway be available, would we know whether it is in a city or a 
region? And from that, we are going to develop our architecture 
that allows us to actually define and create clear metrics, define 
what is necessary to meet that threat. [Redacted] 

So we are changing the way we look at it. We hope to have our 
first model out later this year. I think you will get a lot more de- 
tailed information on the approach, and on the gaps, even in the 
current approach in the annual review which you will have again 
shortly. So I hope that answers your question. 

Mr. Aderholt. What progress can you report to in the past year 
and what do you anticipate achieving in the coming year? 

Mr. Stern. I am trying very hard, as I mentioned, to refocus 
DNDO in a number of ways. The first product will be this new 
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surge architecture that will allow us to create clear and definable 
metrics, numbers of detectors, how quickly people need to get to- 
gether in order to respond to attacks or attempted attacks. 

The other progress in the technical area that I am very focused 
on is shifting to this model test, model approach that the National 
Academy of Science has recommended. In terms of devices, we will 
have this year two new devices, the handheld human portable radi- 
ation detection device — which is a very precise device that CBP, 
the Customs and Border Protection, will deploy across the coun- 
try — and also a much more advanced version of this handheld de- 
vice that uses a Germanium detector, which is really the best 
around, but it is also human portable. 

So those are the primary accomplishments that I hope to look 
back upon at the end of this year. The biggest one, again, being 
changing the way that the DNDO operates and the way that we 
focus on the architecture and our device development. 

NUCLEAR FORENSICS 

Mr. Aderholt. DNDO’s nuclear forensic programs represent a 
key mission for DNDO, establishing capability needed for govern- 
ment-wide forensic expertise. However, last year, the National 
Academy of Sciences in a classified report raised concerns about 
the adequacy of the Nation’s nuclear forensic capability. And in 
your own justification for a $7 million increase, [Redacted]. 

What is your assessment of U.S. forensic capability? And do you 
agree with the concerns raised by the national academics? 

Mr. Stern. Yes. I mean, nuclear forensics is a very important 
part of the Domestic Nuclear Detection Office and a big focus of 
mine. There is much room for improvement in our — our, being the 
U.S. Federal Government’s forensics capability; in fact, global 
forensics capability, which is why we are seeking a significant 
budget increase for forensics. 

Now, it is important also to understand that while the Nuclear 
Technical Forensic Center is part of DNDO, most of the forensics 
money is spent at other agencies. We are a coordinator and a 
facilitator and we do a limited amount of research and develop- 
ment. But it is important that the other agencies that do the work- 
horse of the analysis also see improvements in accordance with the 
National Academy’s recommendations. 

Mr. Aderholt. What specific improvements in forensic capacity 
will be made by additional funding you have requested? 

Mr. Stern. Well, the additional funding that we have requested, 
I really break down into two areas. One is to do some sort of fuel 
cycle modeling. As you may know, when we are doing forensics, we 
can analyze the particles; but if we don’t have anything to compare 
it to — that is, a particle from where it came from — it doesn’t tell 
us much. So we are working on a program, one, to help model fuel 
cycles that will provide some insight into the second part of the 
analysis; that is, where might this have come from? 

And the second big part is, I think you described earlier, is work- 
ing very closely with the FBI to help establish a mechanism to en- 
sure that there is a reliable system for doing forensics analysis that 
would actually hold up in a court of law. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Price. 
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Mr. Price. No further questions, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. I do 
want to thank our witnesses for wide-ranging and quite helpful tes- 
timony. 

Mr. Aderholt. Yes. Thank you both for your testimony here 
today. And there may be some additional questions that we will 
submit to you for questions, and some of the members who were 
not able to be present today. 

So again we appreciate your testimony before the subcommittee. 
So the subcommittee is adjourned. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Robert Aderholt 

Mr. Warren Stern, Director, Domestic Nuclear Detection Office 
Dr. Alexander Garza, Assistant Secretary, Office of Health Affairs 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 Budget Request - DNDO and OHA 
April 5, 2011 


OFRs submitted by THE HONORABLE Robert Aderholt 
DNDO Surge Capabilities 


DNDO Question: 

Director Stem testified to a new approach to activating a global nuclear detection architecture, using so-called 
'"surge capabilities", as opposed to a "static" approach to deploy nuclear detection assets and other tools to high- 
risk pathways during periods of heightened alert. What exactly constitutes “surge capability"? What kind of 
DNDO organization, resources, and funding is needed to reach the GNDA posture that is being proposed? 

ANSWER: 

The architectural strategy going forward is to align our architectural emphasis with what we are already doing 
in the field - searching with some presumed level of intelligence or information. What is needed to make this 
effective is to define an architecture that includes surge capabilities to respond effectively to an identified 
threat. Defining the architecture in this way will enable us to make quick recommendations as to the specific 
types assets, numbers of assets, and capabilities that are necessary in order to have a higher probability of 
detecting a nuclear threat, given realistic assumptions. We will look for ways to use existing resources more 
efficiently and efTeclively. and coordinate capabilities and information sharing to better respond to threats. 
DNDO believes that State and local responders will be an important part of an integrated surge capability. 
DNDO will focus on integrating Federal. Stale, and local rad/nuc capabilities to achieve self-sustaining 
capabilities with real-time sharing of data from fixed, mobile, maritime, and human portable radiation detection 
systems. The FY 2012 budget request reflects some modest shifts to accommodate building and analyzing 
surge-related capabilities. The Mobile Detection Deployment Program has demonstrated the value of an event 
driven, location transportable rad/nuc detection capability. I'he Securing the Cities Program will be an 
important element of the State and local surge capability through training and equipping a cadre of law 
enforcement and first responders that understand the mission and can respond appropriately to threats. 

DNDO Question: 

What is the concept of operations for “surge capability", and what would be DNDO's role within the 
interagency process in event of a “surge" situation? 


ANSWER: 

In order to develop a surge architecture. Director Stem has requested the National Counterterrorism Center 
(NCTC) to develop a number of baseline scenarios to reflect a reasonable assumption regarding the level of 
information that might be available in the case of terrorist acquisition of rad/nuc material. From this, the 
Domestic Nuclear Detection Office will develop a specific description of the assets, equipment, and CONOPS 
that would be necessary to detect the threat. This is what we refer to as the surge architecture, though it could 
also be called an intelligence-informed architecture or a threat-response architecture. During day-to-day 
activities, such as port inspections, some detection assets in the field would be operated on a continuous basis. 
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while others would be frequently exercised and available for surge. During a surge, choke points are 
particularly important and ports will remain an obvious area of emphasis, though not as dominant as in the past. 
Obviously, Federal. State, local, and tribal entities will need to be trained and equipped to support surge forces. 
Working together under standardized protocols, policies and procedures will be vital to successfully interdicting 
the adversary. 


Rad/Nuc Challenge 


DNDO Question: 

Please describe the "Rad/Nuc Challenge" that is proposed in the DNDO request; what activities it would entail, 
and how much DNDO proposes to spend on the effort, and whether this is proposed as a continuing DNDO 
program, as opposed to a one-time initiative. How will this enhance nuclear detection capability? 

ANSWER: 

DNDO plans to host the first Rad/Nuc Challenge in FY 2012 in an effort to: 

• Expose industry and academia to the Government’s requirements, helping to shape independent 
research and development programs and alert attendees to upcoming opportunities. 

• Foster more effective community-wide competition and advancement by establishing a greater 

awareness of the current state-of-the-art of technology and CONORS throughout the field. 

• Provide an environment for an open dialog within the rad/'nuc detection community. 

• Share successes and lessons learned. 

The Rad/Nuc Challenge is envisioned as an integrated three-part activity, with participants from Government, 
industry, and academia: 

• Information Exchange Forum - Is comprised of scheduled activities, including workshops, briefings, 
panel meetings, and the presentation of papers sponsored by members of the rad/nuc detection 
community who wish to share their ideas and insights. 

• System/Capability Exposition Includes exhibits, system and CONOPS demonstrations, hands-on 
experiences, and showcases. This part of the event is open to all attendees as an ongoing feature 
available to be visited both during and between scheduled activities. 

• Competition Rodeo - Creates productive, spirited competition among individuals and teams at all 
levels of the rad/nuc detection defense and response community. It focuses on stimulating the 
development of enhanced skills and awareness at the Federal, Slate and local level. 

Expos, trade shows, and competition rodeos (as in this context) offer a great way to foster and sustain 
communication with many members of a community in a relatively short amount of time. Sponsorship of the 
Rad/Nuc Challenge gives DNDO an opportunity to showcase its mission to its stakeholders and others with 
common missions and requirements. The Rad/Nuc Challenge is planned as an annual event and is currently 
budgeted at $2.625M in FY 2012. 

According to a Simmons Market Research Bureau Study, trade shows rank higher than any other source for 
sharing information about products available in the market, including direct visits from representatives. The 
Rad/Nuc Challenge will exploit the power of trade shows to advance competition and collaboration among 
vendors, academia, and Federal. State and local stakeholders in the rad/nuc community. DNDO views this as 
an extremely cost effective means for advancing the state of the art in a very- technical field. The Rad,^uc 
Challenge wil I bring together users and developers in an annual forum that will ensure the exchange of best 
practices and lessons learned, while stimulating operational and technical advancements through enhanced 
competition and collaboration. This practice is commonly used and is accepted as effective in almost all 
industry segments. Bach Branch of the Department of Defense leverages its respective industry via annual 



307 


expos and conferences. The automobile industry also follows this model, hosting numerous regional auto 
shows, culminating annually with the Detroit Auto Show. There are countless other examples of groups using 
this approach to shape and advance their industries and ensure their success. DNDO is convinced that by this 
leveraging approach it can. for a small investment each year, usher into existence new' and improved capabilities 
and foster collaboration and cooperation among users and developers that would otherwise be unaffordable 
using more conventional development methods. 


GNDA 


DNDO Question: 

While DNDO has been w'orking to identify the pathways and vulnerabilities that the Global Nuclear Detection 
Architecture must address, what is DNDO's role in ensuring that critical Federal partners, who actually have the 
resources and mission to close or address those gaps, are cooperating? 

ANSWER: 

Within the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), the Domestic Nuclear Detection Office (DNDO has the 
lead for the mission of countering nuclear terrorism. DHS leadership is extremely engaged in .strategic, policy, 
and operational issues, involving rad/nuc detection. DNDO has spearheaded three major interagency 
coordination activities with respect to the Global Nuclear Detection Architecture (GNDA). First, in December 
2010, DNDO led an interagency and intra-agency group to produce the first ever GNDA Strategic Plan. The 
plan established 10 objectives and 30 performance goals for the USG's efforts in support of the GNDA, with 
specific agencies matched to particular performance goals for the first time. Second, in 20 11 . DNDO has been 
shepherding the development of the report on the .loinl Annual Interagency Review of the GNDA, working with 
the same partners. The report, which is undergoing final clearance, represents a major expansion from previous 
reports, with a more-complete view of the dilTerent portions of the implemented GNDA and an initial analysis 
on the trends in the GNDA expansion. Third, DNDO has created an interagency steering group to oversee the 
design, development, and results of terrorism risk analysis related to the GNDA. The group includes 
representation from eight Federal agencies, the Intelligence Community, and 1 0 DHS components and has met 
regularly for eighteen months to assist with the design of the latest Radiological and Nuclear Terrorism Risk 
Assessment (RNTRA). The improved coordination among agencies in the risk analysis of radiological/nuciear 
(rad/nuc) teirorism has resulted in this risk product that more eftectively captures risks, consequences, 
vulnerabilities, and adversaiy' behavior and has become sunicienlly mature to guide sensor deployments and 
assess the effectiveness of alternative CONORS. The ultimate result is better coordination among the USG and 
an integrated method for understanding strategy effectiveness and how it reduces the risk from rad/nuc 
terrorism. 

While DNDO cannot make resource allocation decisions for other agencies or departments, DNDO works 
closely on joint projects and is required to report on GNDA activities annually. 


DNDO Question: 

How' close is DNDO to achieving real-time situational awareness of the full nuclear detection architecture? 

How would the request help achieve this goal? 

ANSWER: 

DNDC^'s budget request includes three programs to achieve real-time situational awareness of the GNDA: First, 
the DNDO Information Sharing Program will develop and enhance the data architecture, enterprise architecture, 
governance, and processes needed to effectively share information; Second. DNDO Mission Critical Messaging 
(MCM) will allow systems (such as Port Radiation, inspection. Detection, and Evaluation [PRIDE] and Lower 
Manhattan Security Initiative [LMSI}) to broadly share situational awareness in real-time; Third, the Joint 
Analysis Center Collaborative information System (JACCIS) will allow the DHS DNDO Joint Analysis Center 
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(JAC) as well as Slate and Local (S&L) partners to share sitiiationa! awareness, as appropriate. DNDO. 
working in close coordination with DHS Components and other agencies has defined the necessary technical 
capabilities to achieve the goal of real-time situational awareness. Working within the security requirements of 
other agencies. DNDO has defined relevant interoperability policies and technical specifications, such as the 
radiological/nuclear (Rad/'Nuc) domain of the National Information Exchange Model (NIEM). As the steward 
of this domain. DNDO also spearheaded the establishment of the NIEM Chemical, Biological. Rad/Nuc 
(community of interest). Working with other industry partners through the Emergency Interoperability 
Consortium. DNDO leverages existing systems and capabilities to the extent possible to ensure the broadest 
possible participation to achieve real-time situational awareness. DNDO has also been working with rad/nuc 
equipment providers to integrate these interoperability standards in future versions of equipment. While DNDO 
cannot compel a vendor to participate. DNDO’s acquisition strategy is to incorporate compliance with the 
applicable standards into equipment acquisition requirements. 

DNDO is actively engaged with our Federal, and several State, and local partners to establish the agreements 
necessary for real-time situational awareness; but this remains a challenge. In agreeing to the standards, each 
partner must also define the security controls over this information. Examples of partners and systems DNDO 
is working with include: 

• Customs and Border Protection Port Radiation Inspection Detection and Evaluation (PRIDE) system; 

• Securing the Cities, New York Police Departments Lower Manhattan Security Initiative (LMSi); 

• The DHS Science and Technology Directorate, Los Angeles Integrated Chemical, Biological. Radiation, 
Nuclear, and high-yield Explosive pilot system. 

Much of the deployed Preventive Rad/Nuc Detection equipment is not currently interconnected to provide this 
situational awareness. While DNDO is addressing the integration of the technical specifications into the 
equipment, the supporting agreements with the partners will ultimately pace the progress of achieving the goals 
of situational awareness. 


DNDO Question: 

As new elements arc added to the GNDA. how will they be connected to the .loint Analysis Center? Will this 
affect the future workload and budget requirements for the JAC and DNDO? 

ANSWER: 

Continued coordination with CBP's PRIDE System, as well as engagements with Slate and Local partners 
through STC, MCM and other programs is expected to improve the information flow and situational awareness 
in the JAC. The capabilities developed through the Information Sharing Program will be incorporated as a 
fundamental requirement into DNDO programs to exploit opportunities for expansion of automated real-time 
detection and analysis information into the JAC. 

DNDO has assessed the level of funding for the JAC against the current activity. It is anticipated that the 
efforts to develop real-time situational awarcne.ss will result in an increase of activity in the JAC. The support 
needed for the efficient operation of the JAC will continue to be analyzed as part of the annual budget reviews 
that are an integral part of DNDO's resource planning process. 
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Metropolitan Medical Response System Grants 


OHA Question: 

Metropolitan Medical Response System Grants (MMRS) are funded under FEMA, but Congress has directed 
FEMA and OHA to work together to develop guidelines for the MMRS grant program. How is OHA working 
with FEMA to implement new guidelines for the MMRS grant program? And what changes have you 
recommended to the MMRS grant program? 

ANSWER: 

For each grant cycle, the Office of Health Aflaire (OHA) provides subject matter expertise across the Homeland 
Security Grant Program (HSGP) including the Metropolitan Medical Response System (MMRS) program, to 
ensure health and medical requirements are built into yearly grant guidance documentation. In addition. OHA 
provided a Supplemental Resource for inclusion in the 201 1 Homeland Security Grant Program application 
package. In this resource. OHA recommended that planners fully engage their local MMRS jurisdiction in 
planning for medical surge and mass prophylaxis if one exists. Funding efforts for medical and health target 
capabilities under the HSGP should be coordinated with the MMRS jurisdiction to eliminate duplicity of plans 
and purchases. 

OHA has discussed a number of changes to the MMRS program with FEMA, including: 

2) Requiring that MMRS working groups include local public health and medical community 
representation; 

3) A focus on regionalization, especially for those MMRS jurisdictions that arc adjacent to different 
states, or have multiple MMRS jurisdictions close by; 

4) Developing consistent benchmarking measures that arc accountable and integrated in support of 
catastrophic health events already established within the NRF; 

5) The possible utilization of a risk-based approach funding allocation; 

6) Developing a five year plan for enhancement of the MMRS program: 

7) Developing baseline metrics and reporting requirements to capture present capabilities and capacities 
and how these resources integrate into other existing response activities or programs; and 

10) Exploring how the MMRS jurisdictions integrate and coordinate with other federal medical response 
assets during the initial stages of an event. 

Question: 

It is my understanding that MMRS grants arc not allocated based on risk. Instead, the program provides 
funding to the same 124 jurisdictions with each sharing an equal sum. despite difference in risk, impact, or 
vulnerability. In addition, there has been a lack of metrics to measure if we are more prepared based on 
investments in such grant programs. Why doesn't the MMRS program allocate funding based on risk, impact, 
or potential vulnerability? 

FEMAGPD ANSWER; 

Historically, MMRS funds have been designated to assist highly populated jurisdictions to respond to an all- 
hazards mass casualty incident by enhancing the juri.sdictional capacity to sustain a regionally integrated 
program that is critical during the first few hours of an incident. Currently, there are 124 MMRS jurisdiction 
representing 4 1 States. 

Those entities who are recipients of MMRS funding have recognized their enhanced abilities to meet basic 
tenets of medical response in the event of a mass-casualty incident, fhe MMRS jurisdiction listing has not been 
expanded since 2003. Population is the baseline factor in determining those cities who receive MMRS funding. 
There is a definitive need to ensure all major metropolitan areas have access to critical funding that addresses 
mass casualty response and mitigation. This represents a limited geographic scope of capability. 
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Current allocations are based mostly on census data from the I990's. and have resulted in the same 1 24 
Jurisdictions being funded for over 1 0 years and each jurisdiction receiving the same amount of funding despite 
differences in population served, risk, impact and vulnerability. Through a national survey of MMRS grant 
recipient jurisdictions FEMA and OHA were able to ascertain the impact that MMRS grant funds have had over 
the years, which was affirmed during the MINI epidemic of 2009 when more than 50% of MMRS grant 
recipient jurisdictions played active roles in preparing their communities for an effective response and were able 
to use the expertise they developed using MMRS grant funds for an effective response. 

OHA Question: 

Is OHA working on metrics that can determine the progr^'s impact on the various jurisdictions? 

ANSWER: 

At this time, the Target Capabilities List (TCL) identifies and defines 37 specific capabilities that the Nation 
may need to achieve and sustain, depending on relevant risks and threats, in order to be prepared. Twenty-four 
of these capabilities are specific to the MMRS program. Jurisdictions arc assessed in achieving preparedness to 
MMRS-related Fargei Capabilities/Capability Focus Are^, in accordance with the National Preparedness 
Guidelines. Grantees must demonstrate how their projects will enhance their capabilities, using the DHS Target 
Capability List (TCL) as a reference. FEMA leads the effort to measure program impact and OHA provides 
health and medical subject matter expertise as necessary. 

BioWatch 


OHA Question: 

Dr. Garza, in your testimony, you state, ’‘the BioWatch program has built a collaborative capacity that did not 
previously exist among the federal government, slate and local public health, and emergency management.” 
Describe the nature of this collaborative capacity, and please give us an example of how this capacity will 
impact detection, identification, and response in an actual biological event. 

ANSWER: 

The BioWatch program is more than a detection tool: BioWatch jurisdictions form committees called 
BioWatch Advisory Committees with members from multiple emergency management and public health 
agencies and routinely include over 30 local officials responsible for biodefense preparedness and response. 
Many of these committees now meet face-to-face on a regular basis which has allowed local and state 
jurisdictions to develop closer collaborative relationships. These committees have supported responses beyond 
BioWatch. 

Every year we bring members of the.se teams together during our annual National BioWatch Workshop. 
Numerous presentations from our local and state partners demonstrate situations and events where this 
collaborative effort has improved the capacity to respond to other public health events and emergencies as well. 
Whether it is utilizing emergency management personnel to support HINl vaccine clinics, integrating 
surveillance resources during public health emergencies, leveraging relationships during joint law enforcement 
and epidemiological investigations, or responding to suspicious letters and packages, the collaborative 
relationships fostered by the development of local and stale BioWatch programs hax'e improved the capacity to 
respond to potential public health emergencies. 

BioWatch also assists local and state jurisdiction collaboration by developing guidance documents, training 
materials, and background information on biological agents so that the technology can be used effectively. 
BioWatch positive results require a level of public health preparedness which prior to the initiation of the 
program did not exist everywhere across federal, state, and local public health and emergency management 
partners. To this end, reference materials are provided to the jurisdictions through a secure, web-based portal 
that also supports information sharing between federal, state, and local agencies during a response. Recognizing 
the need to provide resources and support for local and state jurisdictions, the BioWatch program has continued 
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to provide updated program guidance which can serve as a framework for updating local and state response 
plans and concept of operations documents. 

Most Bio Watch jurisdictions also have tested and exercised their Bio Watch response plans. These exercises 
have enhanced collaborative relationships and developed opportunities to improve the ability to respond to a 
biological event. BioWatch-supported exercises have focused on the first critical hours following a BioWalch 
detection, and serve to ensure efficient communication processes are in place across local, state, and federal 
partners. Additionally, risk communication strategies have been tested and improved through exercises and 
evaluations, which is another element critical in the first few hours following a biological event. 

In summary, the BioWatch program supports more than just the technology to detect pathogens as the 
development of response plans, fostering local, state, and federal collaborative partnerships, and exercises ail 
have served to increase the capacity to respond to a potential biological event. 

OHA Question; 

The BioWatch program is requesting $25 million in 2012 to procure the first 30 units of a 90-unit Low Rate 
Initial Production buy required to support Gcn-3 testing. This testing is necessary to demonstrate the 
performance of the Gen-3 production units prior to deploying autonomous detection in the current BioWatch 
jurisdictions. The first phase of testing— Operational Test & Evaluation (O'f&E) — will begin in Chicago in late 
2012 and expand to three other cities (Phoenix, Houston and New York) in 2013. Based on the outcome of the 
overall OT&E program, DHS will make a decision to deploy or not deploy Gen-3 in all BioWatch jurisdictions 
in F Y 20 1 4. Based on your current schedule, it appears that real time reporting of a biological attack in a 
BioWatch city is years away. What can be done in the near term to bolster our detection and response 
activities? 


ANSWER: 

First, it is important to state that BioWatch will continue its cunrenl biodetection mission throughout the Gen-3 
testing and deployment activities with the current Gen-1/2 system. BioWatch has worked diligently to make 
operational enhancements to maximize the effectiveness of the current system. The Gcn-3 technology is state- 
of-the-art for biological detection and, accordingly, must be thoroughly tested, properly fielded, and vetted 
before it will be accepted by the public health community who will be responsible for responding to the signal it 
will produce. Local officials are charged with making very high-regret decisions (e.g. closing an airport, 
prophylaxis of a city’s population, etc.) on the basis of the signal they will receive from this technology. 

Throughout the transition to the Gcn-3 system, Gen- 1/2 can (and under certain threat conditions does) reduce 
detection times by increasing collection frequency, fhe "routine" 24-hour collection cycle is a balance of threat 
risk and cost to operate the system. BioWatch has the ability to reduce the current 12-36 hour detection timeline 
to about 8 hours under a maximum effort, short duration (approximately two week) surge capability. To achieve 
this reduction in detection times system-wide for long periods (i.e. throughout Gcn-3 the testing and 
deployment) would be prohibitively expensive and personnel resource intensive. This is a key reason why Gen- 
3 requires a material/iechnological solution and cannot be solved long-term through an operational change. 

As to response, local public health officials within the BioWatch jurisdictions are responsible for the response 
to a BioWatch signal whether it is detected by a Gen- 1/2 or Gen-3 system. The BioWatch program has worked 
with these slate and local officials to develop a relationship that recognizes their extremely important and 
difficult roles and responsibilities, and unforgiving timelines of responding to a biological attack. Documents 
and tools have been created that assist them in both their preparedness and response activities. BioWatch 
continues to assist in improving their local situational awareness w^hich will better inform their decisions 
throughout the response through reach-back capabilities from the BioWalch Systems Program Office (SPO) and 
the National Laboratories. These efforts will continue through the transition to Gen-3 and be extended to 
encompass the dilTerences required by the Gen-3 system. It is critical that the local partners trust and feel 
comfortable with the new system and support capabilities before they are asked to accept and use it. 
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The key to a successful medical response to a biological attack by an adversary is to distribute and dispense life- 
saving medical countermeasures (MCM), including appropriate antibiotics and vaccine (if available), to those 
who may have been exposed. With current detection technologies, either environmental detection systems or 
clinical diagnosis, the window to make MCM available is short in all cases. As such, DIIS is pursuing with 
liliS and other federal partners the potential of forward caching MCM more proximal to population centers of 
most concern. By making MCM more immediately available, we can maximize the short lime available to 
dispense MCM and provide critical guidance to those affected. 


Technology Innovation 


DNDO Question: 

DNDO has a responsibility to establish performance criteria used to test and evaluate rad/nuc detection systems. 
Some of this is for relatively small-scale systems that may be acquired off-the-shelf, and could be assessed by 
the Graduated Rad/Nuc Detector Evaluation and Reporting (GRaDER''^’) program. On the other hand, major 
systems have been developed for use in large-scale operations - such as crane-mounted configurations for 
seaports, vs. straddle or fixed portal monitors; or alternatives to Sodium Iodide for detection systems. What is 
and should be DNDO's role in assessing and certifying such technologie.s, and how does its role mesh with that 
of customer agencies - such as CBP or the DOE? 

ANSWER: 

Performance criteria used by the Domestic Nuclear Detection Office (DNDO) to test and evaluate 
radiologicaEnuclear (rad/nuc) detection systems come from a variety of sources and the test methods utilized by 
DNDO vary commensurate with the type of requirements. 

1) DNDO's Role: 

a) DNDO facilitates the inter-component working groups that develop and document the operational 
requirements of rad/nuc detection systems. These working groups have active membership and 
participation from the end-users and the major collaborative products from these teams (such as the 
Mission Needs Statement, Operational Requirements Document (ORD), and Test and Evaluation Master 
Plan) all require signature approval from the end-user. 

b) DNDO is the lead agency within the Department for testing and evaluating rad/nuc detection systems. 

In support of Federal end-users, DNDO leads multi-component l est Planning Working Groups (TPWG) 
that plan and execute test campaigns involving potential commercial-off-the-shclf (COTS), govemment- 
off-the-shelf. or developmental solutions to the end-users needs, fhe TPWGs follow a transparent and 
disciplined planning process documented in DNDO's Operating Instruction - 1 . that include formal test 
readiness milestone review meetings. Fhe end-users have active participation in the lest planning 
process and are invited to participate in the test execution to add operational realism to the testing 
scenarios and also to provide the end-users with hands on experience using rad/nuc detection systems 
against real special nuclear materials. 

2) Requirements for as.sessing and certifying technologies: 

a) fhe first set of performance requirements comes from a series of industry consensus standards published 
by the American National Standards Institute (ANSI N.42 series of standards). These ANSI standards 
establish a set of detection/identification and mechanical/environmenlal requirements for various types 
of rad/nuc detection systems such as pagers, handhelds, mobiles, and portals. The ANSI standards are 
considered the minimum requirements for systems purchased and deployed for the PRND mission. It 
should be noted that achieving the minimum requirements found in the ANSI standards does not 
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necessarily mean that a particular system meets all the mission critical operational performance 
requirements of our end-users, such as Customs and Border Protection and the U.S. Coast Guard. 

b) Public Law 1 09 - 347, Security and Accountability For Every Port Act of 2006 requires that "The 
Secretary, acting through the Director for Domestic Nuclear Detection and in collaboration with the 
National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), shall publish technical capability standards and 
recommended standard operating procedures for the use of noninlrusive imaging and radiation 
detection equipment in the United Stales. Such standards and procedures. ” DNDO, in partnership with 
NIST, has established an interagency working group, with membership from end-user components in 
DHS. Department of Defense (DoD), and the Department of Energy (DOE) to develop a common set of 
threat-informed performance standards for rad/nuc detection systems. The first Technical Capability 
Standard ( I'CS) for handheld systems will be ready for interagency review and approval later this year. 
This interagency working group will then begin development of additional TCS for other classes of 
equipment such as pagers, portals, aerial mounted and mobile systems. 

c) Operational and performance requirements are specified by the end-users (such as a DHS Component, 
DOE. or DoD) of the systems and validated through structured systems engineering processes required 
by the Department’s Acquisition Directive 102-1 and further delineated in DNDO’s Solution 
Development Process. Validated end-user operational requirements are captured in an ORD and the test 
criteria used to evaluate systems against the ORD are captured in a programmatic l EMP. 

d) To evaluate COTS systems against ANSI standards, the DNDO has instituted the GRaDER program. 
GRaDER has established a series of laboratories accredited by the NIS'f National Voluntary Laboratory' 
Accreditation Program whereby rad/nuc detection manufacturers can have their systems tested against 
the ANSI standards. In the future, the Federal Emergency Management Agency will require state and 
local law enforcement agencies that utilize DHS grant program dollars to only purchase equipment that 
has passed the critical portions of the ANSI standards, which is GRaDER Level- 1 (passing all portions 
of ANSI standard is GRaDER Level-2). Once interagency fechnology Capability Standards have been 
approved, these will be incorporated into the GRaDER program as Level-3. 

DNDO Question: 

How does DNDO. in its "solution development process”, ensure it is open to all new and developing 
technologies, and not restrict the range or options available to meet identified detection gaps? 

ANSWER: 

DNDO has implemented its Solution Development Process (SDP) to manage its acquisition programs 
throughout their entire acquisition lifecycle. The SDP was the result of combining the following acquisition 
frameworks required by DHS: Acquisition Lifecycle Framework (AI-F). Enterprise Architecture Decision 
System (EADS) and System Engineering I.Jfe Cycle (SELC). 

DNDO’s SDP was established to ensure that all new and developing technologies are responsive to identified 
gaps in the Globa! Nuclear Detection Architecture (GNDA). The GNDA is reviewed on an annual basis in 
Stage 0 to identify new and existing gaps in the architecture. In Stage 2a, Cross-Directorate Teams work 
through a disciplined process to complete an Analysis of Alternatives or Alternatives Analysis (AoA/AA) in 
order to select the best approach to filling the need. Potential solutions could range from a commercialiy- 
available application, to a training module, to an intensive government development program. The AoA/AA 
may also reveal a lack of good, affordable solution options, resulting in a request for consideration in future 
research initiatives. Additionally, in Stage 2a a solution developed via a DNDO-led Advanced Technology 
Demonstration (ATD) becomes one of the options that are considered in the AoA'AA. If a pilot or other test Is 
necessary to evaluate solution options, it may be performed in this stage. At the completion of each stage, a 
Stage Gate Review is held to review the results from that stage. The stage gate reviews are presented by the 
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Program Manager to the Governance Review Board (GRB) which is made up of the DNDO Assistant Directors 
and Chaired by the Deputy Director/Component Acquisition Executive. During the Stage 2a Stage Gale 
Review, the results of the AoA/AA are presented and the GRB ensures that all new and developing technologies 
have been considered to meet the identified detection gaps. Stakeholders may attend the Stage 2a Gate review 
to ensure that they concur with the gaps identified and the proposed solutions. 


Securing the Cities Program 


DNDO Question: 

The request calls for $27 million to expand the Securing the Cities program beyond the current New York City 
pilot. Why would you expand the program before you have certified the pilot's effectiveness? What feedback 
from the New York effort has relevance to an assessment of the program's viability for other areas? 

ANSWER: 

The Securing the Cities (STC) mission is to design and implement a structure for coordinated and integrated 
detection and interdiction of radiological materials in the highest threat metropolitan areas. As slated in the FY 
2012 President's Budget Request, $7M of the S27M requested is planned for allocation to one additional Urban 
Areas Security Initiative Tier I region. The expansion of the STC Program was informed by the preliminary 
results from the DNDO Net Assessment Report and the STC External Program Assessment (ORNL/TM- 
201 1/38). Both reports extensively examined the New York City & Jersey City/Newark program to draw their 
conclusions and similarly concluded the program has resulted in a substantial increase in rad/nuc detection 
capability. The reports indicated that the STC pilot in New York could be used as a template for extension of 
the program to other cities. Further, the reports pointed out the lack of e.stablished measures of effectiveness, 
l o this end, DNDO is implementing a new phased approach which will enable DNDO to define the measures 
the effectiveness of resource investments for future UASI Tier 1 areas. 

DNDO Question: 

What criteria will DNDO use lo select the next city, and how much of the cost-burden will the host city share? 
When do you expect selection to be made? 

ANSWER; 

DHS will issue a competitive funding opportunity announcement detailing eligible applicants (Tier I UASI 
regions) and the evaluation criteria for selection. A number of factors will be considered in the competition 
including vulnerabilities, consequences to the Nation in the event of a successful attack, and the region’s 
existing preventive radiological/nuclear detection (PIWD) capabilities. I'he cost burden for the region 
participating in the STC Program will be in the form of additional operational expenses to expand the PRND 
mission within the UASI Region. DUS expects an STC award to occur approximately six lo nine months after 
funds are available. This period includes a three month application window and an additional three to six 
month evaluation, selection, and negotiation period. 

DNDO Question: 

How many Securing the Cities locations would be optimal, and how many will DNDO propose? Will the 
model for Securing the Cities require participating assume primary funding responsibilities from DNDO? 

ANSWER: 

The Securing the Cities (STC) program will be open for competitive award to Tier I UASI regions. Current 
DHS UASI definition includes ten total eligible regions including the Iw^o regions currently being supported by 
the STC Program (New York City and the Jersey City/New^ark regions). DHS intends to continue the current 
funding model where DNDO issues the cooperative agreements for this program for up to five years. After the 
five year agreement periods the regions will be responsible to sustain capabilities with all funding options 
available to them. 



315 


DNDO Question: 

How many cities could DNDO add to the program in a year at current headquarters staffing levels? 

ANSWER: 

The cun-enl staffing level will enable the program to continue Phase H activities in the New York City & Jersey 
City/Newark areas and begin Phase I activities in one additional Tier I UASI region. 


Human Portable Radiation Detection Systems 


DNDO Question: 

The budget request calls for an additional $20 million to acquire human portable radiation detection systems, or 
HPRDS, for use by the Coast Guard, CBP. and in the interior. Yet despite these systems having passed 
performance testing, and funding being available, no full-rate production has begun. This is one technology 
that seems to be sufficiently mature to field - having reached a "4” on the scale of maturity you use in your 
'‘solution development process.'" What is the status of this program, and how much funding remains for it? 

ANSWER: 

DNDO Human Portable Radiation Detection Systems (HPRDS) research and development (R&D) programs 
seek to develop human-portable radiation detection devices based on user requirements and an analysis of the 
gaps in the Global Nuclear Detection Architecture (GNDA). The only HPRDS R&D program executed to date 
is the Handheld Program. This program includes: (1) the Advanced Operations Handheld Project, a High Purity 
Germanium device, for specialized users in the Offices of the Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and U.S. 
Coast Guard (USCG): and (2) the Small Area Search and Secondary Screening Handheld Project, a Lanthanum 
Bromide based detector, for users in the CBP, USCG, and Transportation Security Administration (TSA) Visual 
Inlermodal Prevention and Response teams. Operational lest results recommended minor modifications to the 
latter device before full-scale procurement. Final product testing will be conducted this summer to inform a 
production decision. 

The current FY 2012 HPRDS procurement and funding profile is below. HPRDS FY 2012 procurements 
include handheld devices as well as Personal Radiation Devices, Backpack Detectors, Mobile Detection 
Deployment Program, and Helium 3. 


Maritime (USCG JAS) 



Next Generation Handhelds 

86 

$2,600 

PRDs 

700 

$1,940 

Next Generation Advanced Handheld 

4 

$400 

land Kinder (CBP JAS) 


,S10,20(r 

Next Generation Handhelds 

340 

$10,000 

Next Generation Advanced Handheld 

2 

$2()( j 1 

Interior 


S4,860 

*MDDP Pn>curement 

Upgrade 3 MDDP 

$2,860 

Helium-3 Procurement 

N/A 

$1,000 

*TSA VIPR JAS 

Recapitalization 

$1,000 

TOTAL: 


$20,000 


S4,940 


(*TSA ViPR Joint Acqui.sition Strategy (JAS) and the MDDP include a mix of f iPRDS devices) 
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DNDO Question: 

Please describe the availability and desirability of acquiring either current technology or so-called “next 
generation” models, which you proposed to acquire in FY 2012. 

ANSWER; 

The Advanced Operations Handheld device is available now and is currently being procured. The users have 
indicated the device is functioning as intended and is a significant improvement over the previous version of 
this device. As discussed above, the production decision for the Small Area Search and Secondary Screening 
Handheld device will be made this summer. If a favorable decision is reached, the Domestic Nuclear Detection 
Office (DNDO) will begin ordering the devices. CBP, USCG, and TSA provided operational requirements for 
the next-generation systems and have been actively involved throughout development effort. Recent testing 
shows that this device significantly outperforms the presently-deployed devices in identifying and localizing 
radionuclides that are relevant to national security. CBP, USCG, and TSA have submitted requirements for the 
next-generation units to DNDO which will be procured as funding is available. 

DNDO Question: 

When will DNDO begin production? How many and what kinds of units will you provide to DHS agencies and 
other users? Are you waiting for “next generation” systems, or will you acquire current models? 

ANSWER: 

Please sec the response to Questions for the Record #13 and #14. Additionally, if the next-generation system 
does not receive a production decision to allow for procurement, DNDO will continue to purchase currently 
fielded commercial systems to meet operational requirements and to mitigate gaps in the deployed capabilities. 


Management and Administration 


DNDO Question: 

How many detailees are currently employed by DNDO? What is planned for 2012? 
ANSWER: 


UriAll f-P INIMIIONS 

Year 

Detailees 

Vacancie.s 

FY 20 i 1 

13 

2 

FY 2012 

.. 

0 


DNDO Question: 

Please detail how DNDO plans to utilize its reception and representation expenses in 2012. how much was 
spent in 2010 and planned for fiscal year 2011? 

ANSWER: 

Reception and Representation (R&R) funds will be used to extend official courtesies to guests of the United 
States and DHS for the purpose of maintaining the standing and prestige of the United States and DHS. R&R 
funds may also be used to fiind official activities that further the interest of DHS or to extend official courtesies 
for other distinguished and prominent citizens who have made a substantial contribution to the United Slates 
and DHS. The amount spent in FY 2010 was $2,400.57. 
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MHxriwwa KHnnixi'Ar^ noN 

Date 

Description of Expense 

DNDO 

Directorate 

Individual 

Amount 

i/25/2010 

Official Reception & Working 

Meeting I /27/2010 / coffee and 
bagels 

AD 

Mark Whittrock 

$53.82 

1/25/2010 

Foreign Delegation Visit / gift 

AD 

Mark Whittrock 

$63.60 

3/18/20i0 

International Collaboration for Joint 
Research Center / dinner 

SEED 

Julian Hill 

$457.45 

5./3/2010 

Bi-lateral Agreement w/lsraelis gift 
(picture books) 

ARCH 

Ryan Connelly 

$24.95 

5/20/2010 

Meeting with Singapore's Ministry’ of 
Home Affairs / gift picture book 

ARCH 

Zachary Palmer 

$42.35 

6/29/2010 

Observe West Coast Maritime Pilot - 
Canadians / Dinner 

SEED 

Julian Hill 

$620.35 

6/29/2010 

Meeting with Singapore's Ministr>' of 
Home Affairs 

AD 

Mark Whittrock 

$48.19 

7./8/2010 

International Bilateral Meeting with 
Canada on 7/I5/20I0 

AD 

Mark Whittrock 

$95.24 

9/20/2010 

Israel Atomic Finergy Commission; 
California Emergency Management 
Agency; City of San Diego Office of 
Homeland Security 

SEED 

Jttiian Hill 

$501.92 

9/22/2010 

Purchase gifts for distinguished 
foreign guests. 

AD 

Zacharv' Palmer 

$492.70 

Subtotal 

$2,400.57 


The planned amount for FY 201 1 is $3,000, and the planned amount for FY 2012 is $3,000. These amounts 
will provide funding for the stinie type of activities as FY 2010. FY 201 1 expenses to date include: 


■vrhriKtN a KtnxEMKMivtN 
n »ii 


Date 

Description of Expense 

DNDO 
Directorate ; 

Individual 

Amount 

!l/i0/20l0 

Lunch with delegation from 

Singapore 1 1/3/10 

AD 

Zachary Palmer 

$113.10 

1/6/201 i 

Brief Congressional Staff - Coffee, 
water and pastries 

CoS 

Kimberly 

Koeppel 

$111.26 

2/7/201 1 

UK Delegation Meeting - Lunch 

TAR 

Ann Bownan 

$1 12.16 

2/9/201 1 

Hosting Congressional Staff - lunch 

CoS 

Kimberly 

Koeppel 

$87.55 

Subtotal j 

$424.07 
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DNDO Question: 

How much funding was awarded by using the GSA schedule in 2010? What do you anticipate in 2012? 
ANSWER: 


AWA8BS <SA KiaHHJUC 

Description 

FY 2010 

FY 201 1C, R. 

FY 2012 

Total 

Funding awarded using GSA schedule 

$45,733 

$38,900 

$38,900* 

$123,533 


(*FY 2012 Estimate) 


In FY 2012. DNDO anticipates a similar level of effort using the General Sendees Administration (GSA) 
schedule based upon FY 2010 and FY 201 1 GSA award history. 

ONOO Question: 

Please list for the record all career positions at DNDO that received a bonus or quality step increase in 20 1 0. 
Include the position, the office, and the amount of the bonus/step increase. 

ANSWER: 

For performance awards issued in CY 201 1 for work completed during FY 2010. there were eight Quality Step 
Increases (QSIs), 63 Performance cash awards, and two time-off awards. The following report summarizes the 
number of awards issued and the asscKiated position title within DNDO. 


Biia (;s performanct: aw \biks 


DIR 

Position Title 

Award Type 

QSI or TOA? 

Award Dullai 
Amount 

MMD 

Program .Analyst 

Cash 


$2,500 

PAD 

General Engineer 

Cash 


$1,000 

B&F 

Financial Mgml Specialist 

Cash 


$3,300 

MMD 

Physical Scientist 

QSI 

QSI 


NTNFC 

Program Analyst 

TOA + Cash 

24 hrs 

$2,000 

OSD 

Program Analyst 

Cash 


$1,052 

SEE 

Phy.sical Scientist 

Cash 


$3,500 

OSD 

Senior NRC Liai.son(Detailee) 

Cash 


$2,000 

OSD 

Program Analyst 

Cash 


$4,084 

TAR 

Physical Scientist 

TOA + Cash 

24 hrs 

$3,000 

OSD 

Program Analyst 

Cash 


$2,300 

PAD 

Budget Analyst 

Cash 


$3,000 

COS 

Program Analyst 

QSt 

QSI 


ARD 

Physical Scientist 

Cash 


$3,000 

PAD 

Program Manager 

Cash 


$2,000 

NTNFC 

Physical Scientist 

Cash 


$1,200 

SEE 

General Engineer 

Cash 


$2,900 

RTNA 

Physical Scientist 

Cash 


$1,500 

ARD 

Program Analyst 

Cash 


$2,500 

OSD 

Superv isory Program Analyst 

Cash 


$3,1 iO 

OSD 

Program Analyst 

Cash 


$2,104 
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DIR 

Position Title 

— 

Award Type 

QSl or TOA? 

Award Dollar 
Amount 

COS 

Information Systems Technician 

Cash 


$6,000 

OSD 

Nuclear Assessment Specialist 

Cash 


$2374 

COS 

Administrative Officer 

Cash 


$6,000 

OSD 

Detailee 

Cash 


$2,000 

B&P 

Budget Analyst 

Cash 


$4,250 

SEE 

Program Analyst 

Cash 


$2,900 

PAD 

Engineer 

Cash 


$5,000 

OSD 

Program Analyst 

Cash 


$2,981 

COS 

Information Systems Technician 

Cash 


$4,000 

SEE 

Program Analyst 

QSl 

OS! 


OSD 

Program Analyst 

Cash 


$1,052 

OSD 

Principal Deputy Asst. Director 

Cash 


$4,909 

SEE 

General Engineer 

Cash 


$5,198 

B&F 

Budget Analyst 

QSl 



OSD 

Nuclear Assessment Specialist 

Cash 


$2,196 

RTNA 

Program Analyst 

Cash 


$3,000 

TAR 

Physical Scientist 

Cash 


$5,940 

PAD 

Financial Mgmt Specialist 

QSl 

QSl 


MMD 

Program Analyst 

Cash 


$2,500 

B&F 

Budget Analyst 

Cash 


$3,300 

NTNFC 

Program Analyst 

lOA f Cash 

27 hrs 

$3,200 

DIR 

Program Analyst 

Cash 


$2,670 

SEE 

Physical Scientist 

Cash 


$2,300 

TAR 

General Engineer 

Cash 


$4,950 

OSD 

Program Analyst 

Cash 


$4,579 

OSD 

Program Analyst 

Cash 


$2,640 

OSD 

Program Analyst 

Cash 


$763 

OSD 

Physical Scientist 

Cash 


$1,403 

TAR 

Nuclear Engineering Specialist 

Cash ^-TOA 

24 hrs 

$3,000 

B&F 

Budget Analyst 

Cash 


$5,610 

SEE 

Physical Scientist 

Cash 


$2,900 

OSD 

Superv isory Program Analyst 

Cash 


$3,472 

RTNA 

Program Analyst 

Cash 


$3,000 

MMD 

Program Analyst 

QSl 

QSl 


PAD 

General Engineer 

Cash 


$4,000 

ARD 

General Engineer 

Cash + rOA 

20 hrs 

$3,500 

ARD 

General Engineer 

Cash 


$3,000 

ARD 

General Engineer 

Cash 


$3,750 

SEE 

Program Manager (Detailee) 

Cash 


$2,900 

B&F 

Budget Analyst 

Cash 


$3,300 

SEE 

Physical Scientist 

Cash 


$3,500 
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DIR 

Position Title 

Award Type 

QSl or TOA? 

Award Dollar 
Amount 

TAR 

Physical Scientist 

Cash +TOA 

24 hrs 

$3,000 

OSD 

Nuclear Assessment Specialist 

Cash 


$2,104 

PAD 

Genera! Engineer 

Cash 


$6,000 

SEE 

General Engineer 

Cash 


$5,400 

PAD 

General Engineer 

Cash 


$6,000 

OSD 

Nuclear Assessment Specialist 

TOA + Cash 

40 hrs 

$2,000 

PAD 

Program Analyst 

TOA 

40 hrs 

$0 

SEE 

Program Analyst 

Cash 


$2,900 

COS 

Program Analyst 

TOA 

16 hrs 


SEE 

General Engineer 

Cash 


$2,900 

COS 

Information Systems Technician 

Cash 


$4,500 

SEE 

General Engineer 

Cash 


$2,300 

N"DSFC 

Physical Scientist 

TOA + Cash 

27 hrs 

$3,600 

TAR 

Physical Scientist 

Cash +TOA 

40 HRS 

$3.! 10 

MMD 

Program Analyst 

Cash 


$2,500 

ARD 

General Engineer 

QSl 

QSl 


SEE 

General Engineer 

Cash 


$4,600 

TAR 

Genera! Engineer 

QSl 

QSl 


SEE 

General Engineer 

Cash 


$1,000 

ARD 

General Engineer 

Cash 


$5,250 


DNDO Question: 

How much is assumed in the 2012 budget for bonuses for DNDO employees? 

ANSWER: 

A total of $437,402 is assumed in the FY 2012 budget for annual perfonriance and spot awards for DNDO 
employees. 

DNDO Question: 

Please provide for the record a table that shows all funds expended by DNDO political employees for travel in 
2010. Include name of individual traveling, purpose of travel, locaiion(s) visited, and total cost. 

ANSWER: 

Travel expenses for DNDO Political Employees in FY 2010 totaled $2,040.32. 








WARREN 

STERN 

NEVADA TEST SITE RE- LAS VEGAS, NV 

DEDICATION EVENT 

8,/22/2010 

8/23/2010 

$1,221.36 

WARREN 

STERN 

NYPD DEMO, SITE VISIT NEW YORK, NY 

9/26/2010 

9/27/2010 

$818.96 

Total Cost 

$2,040.32 
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DNDO Question: 

Please provide unobligaled balances within DNDO, by appropriation account, and when you anticipate that they 
will be expended. 

ANSWER; 

As of April 30. 2011, the unobligated balances for all of DNDO are delineated in the table below. The balance 
of the Management and Administration Appropriation will be obligated by the end oi' FY 2011. Delay in the 
passage of the final CR cast uncertainty over the DNDO’s planning and award processes, thus inhibiting the 
budget execution of DNDO's RD&O and Systems Acquisition funding. 

DNDO does not anticipate that the Systems Acquisition Appropriation will be able to obligate the full 
appropriation before the end of the Fiscal Year. Securing the Cities (STC) funding will require an award of a 
cooperative agreement (grant). The time to process a grant is a 7 to 9 months to compile, review, meet and 
gather the data to write the funding opportunity announcement, get approval by DMS Headquarters. OMB and 
the National Security Staff prior to begin procurement action, and then award the cooperative agreement (grant) 
and negotiate prior to award. The STC funds obligation is scheduled for 1st or 2nd quarter FY 2012. 






Appropriation 

Unobligated 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

Management and 
Administration 

S18,975,618 

54,775,420 

$3,586,225 

$3,625,296 

$3,599,637 

53.389.040 

Research, 
Development, and 
Operations 

5190,867,091 

590,419.329 

$83,384,962 

$10,326.15! 

$2.36.674 

$6,499,976 

.Systems 

Acquisition 

5 29,940,000 




10,000.000 

2,940.000 

Total 

5239,782,709 

595,194.749 

586,971,187 

$13,951,447 

513,836,311 

512,829,016 


Research, Deveionment and Operations 


DNDO Question: 

For research, development, and operations, please provide a table showing how much funding you are spending 
on systems engineering and architecture in fiscal year 2011 and requested In fiscal year 2012 for cross-mission 
capability, infrastructure and support, land borders, aviation, maritime, and interior missions. Within this, 
please indicate what is spent and requested for systems engineering, .standards, information sharing, and mission 
critical messaging (CIO). As pan of this response, provide a brief description of the development efforts and 
key milestones anticipated in 201 1 and 2012. 

ANSWER: 


WESBAi^e%tSi:V13UMeB«T, AND WIltAimNS 

' ' '' r-- v ; 

Systems Enyinccring and ArL’Iiitceturc PP.\ 

FY 201 1 C.R. 

FY 2012 

S V s t c m.s A rch 1 1 ec t ii re 

Iniernauonal Layer 

6.155 

3.525 

Border Laver 

1.760 

3.331 

Interior Laver 

2,900 

L684 

Cross-cutting Laver 

7.183 

5.098 

Maritime Domain 

1.097 

3,351 

Aviation Domain 


2.470 
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Subtotal Systems Arehitecture 

S20,570 

519,460 

Systems EnEineerine 

Systems Engineering Program 

1 0,440 

5.405 

Standards 

2.186 

1,837 

Subtotal Systems Engineering 

S12,625 

S7,243 

Information Sharing 

$0' 

4,142 

Mission Critical Messaging (MCM) 

$0^ 

1,013 

Subtotal info Sharing, MCM 

SO 

S5,155 

Total Systems Engineering and Architecture PPA 

S33,195 

$31,858 


(Information Sharing funded in Systems Development in FY 2011. -MCM planned as a new program in FY 2012) 


During F Y 2011, activities to support the Mission Criticai Messaging (MCM) program will develop the Mission 
Needs Statement, Capability Development Plan, and a Preliminary' CONOPS. In FY 2012. DNDO will 
complete the MCM Analysis of Alternatives, Operational Requirements Document, Test and Evaluation Master 
Plan, and Logical Design Document. MCM will continue working to establish connectivity solutions with the 
New York Police Departments Lower Manhattan Security Initiative and other partners in the New York City 
Region. 

FY 201 1 planned accomplishments include: 

Systems Enaineering 

• Complete an Analysis of Alternatives (AoA) for the Human Portable Tripwire radiation detection 
mission. 

• Complete an AoA for the Small Vessel Stand-Off Detection System. 

• Complete an Operational Assessment of Radiation Detection Straddle Carrier at the Port of Tacoma, 
Washington. 

• Complete a comprehensive report describing the methodology of the development and validation of 
injection study tools. 

Standards 

• Achieve interagency concurrence and finalize a Technical Capability Standard (TCS) for hand-held 
radio isotope identifiers. 

• Develop a draft, threat-based TCS for transportable and mobile radiation detection systems. 

• Develop a draft, threat-based TCS for backpack mounted radiation detection systems. 

FY 2012 planned accomplishments include: 

Systems Engineering 

• Complete an AoA for the On-Dock Rail Program. 

• Complete an AoA for the International Rail radiation detection mission. 

• Complete an AoA for the Long Range Radiation Detection Program. 

Standards 

• Publish an interagency approved TCS for hand-held radio isotope identifiers. 

• Achieve interagency concurrence on a TCS for transportable and mobile radiation detection systems. 

• Achieve interagency concurrence on a TCS for backpack mounted radiation detection systems. 

• Develop a draft, threat-based TCS for rad/nuc detection by portal monitor systems. 
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DNDO Question: 

For research, development, and operations, please provide a similar table showing how much funding you are 
spending on systems development in fiscal year 2011 and requested in fiscal year 2012 for State and Local 
Initiatives, the Human Tripwire Program, the Cargo Imaging for Shielded Nuclear Threats. Long Range 
Radiation Detection, International Rail Program. On Dock Rail, Small Vessel Standoff Detection. Helium 3 
Shortage Mitigation. Multi-Pathway Scanning Integration, and Algorithm Improvement. As part of this 
response, provide a brief description of the development efforts and key milestones anticipated in 201 1 and 
2012. 


ANSWER: 

The table below describes DNDO's plans for the Systems Development PPA for FY 201 1 and the amount 
requested for FY 2012. 


WrSFJWCIi, i>EVEUin«CNT. AND ttPI»A11tW)S 
tPBlto ai •raiMwih) 

Svstt^n^ D(.\i.Iopi>ii III IM’ A 

FY 2011 C.R. 

FY 2012 

State & Local Initiatives - Rad-Nuc Challenge 


2,625 

Human Portable Radiation Detection Systems (HPT) 

60 

9,061 

Cargo Imaging for Shielded Nuclear Threats (CISNT) 


13.474 

Long-Range Radiation Detection (LRRD) 

6.99.S 

5,48! 

International Rail Program 

4,506 

3.119 

On-Dock Rail Program 

20.647 

10.280 

Small Vessel Standoff Detection (SVSD) 

6,544 

6.606 

Helium 3 (^He) Shortage Mitigation 

iO.061 

5.181 

Aviation Multi-Pathway Scanning Integration 


9,660 

Algorithm Improvement Program 


4.202 

PVT Improvement 

490 


Model Test Model 

3,548 


Total Systems Development PPA 

$52,851 

$69,689 


(Note: Information Sharing in FY 201 1 distributed proportionately to programs) 


State and Local Initiatives 

DNDO plans to initiate an annual Radiation/Nuclear Detection (Rad/Nuc) Challenge to facilitate the exchange 
of information between industry and our Federal, State, Local, and Tribal Partners in the PRDN Community. 
The objective of the challenge is to; 

• Expose industry and academia to the Government's requirements, helping to shape independent research 
and development (R&D) programs and alert attendees to upcoming opportunities. 

• Foster more effective community-wide competition and advancement by establishing a greater 
awareness of the current .state-of-the-art of technology and CONOPS throughout the field. 

• Share successes and lessons learned. 

• Provide an environment for networking within the Rad/Nuc Detection community. 

FY 2012 planned accomplishments include; 


Select a primary integrator to facilitate the Rad/Nuc Challenge. 
Conduct the Rad/Nuc Challenge activities. 

Produce the after action report to inform follow-on event planning. 
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Humaa Portable Tripwire (HPT) 

Recent HPT AoA studies determined that implementing a HPT device with advanced state-of-the-art 
technology could have performance improvements over current systems, although these improvements more 
than doubled the cost compared to fielded systems. The study ftirther indicated that future (near term) 
improvements in technology could make HP!' devices even more effective providing a tripwire-type of PRND 
capability than the current systems at a reduced cost. The Advanced Radiation Monitoring Devices (ARMD) 
and the Intelligent Radiation Sensing System programs under development in the Transformational and Applied 
Research Directorate of DNDO are intended to mature this technology to a point where the cost benefit profile 
becomes more viable. 

FY 2011 planned accomplishments include: 

• Complete development of operational requirements for a HPT system through user engagement and 
operational analysis. 

• Complete AoA for HPT, 

FY 2012 planned accomplishments include: 

• Based 
upon the results of the AoA and anticipated availability of new technology via the ARMD program, the 
future path of HPT is currently being re-evaluated. 

Cargo Imaging for Shielded Nuclear Threats 

The Cargo Imaging for Shielded Nuclear Threats (CTSNT) program will evaluate and, develop as appropriate, 
Non-Intrusive Inspection radiography capability that can identify and discriminate special nuclear material and 
shielded material contained in full-size trucks, cargo containers, and rail cars. In doing so, CISNT will leverage 
the findings from past and current Transformational and Applied Research programs. 

FY 201 1 planned accomplishments include: 

• No planned accomplishments in FY 201 1 due to no funding planned under the Continuing Resolution 
(CR). 

FY 2012 planned accomplishments include: 

• Complete a preliminary Mission Needs Statement and Capability Development Plan. 

• Complete market research into existing commercial capability. 

• Conduct test program of commercially available equipment. 

Long Range Radiation Detection (LRRD) Program 

LRRD builds upon the capabilities demonstrated by the TAR Stand-off Radiation Detection Systems (SORDS) 
Advanced Technology Demonstration (ATD) and the Roadside Tracker project. To transition the technology to 
a systems development phase it will be necessary to collect and validate user needs to address two of the most 
problematic constraints for passive detection and classification of radioactive materials: the need to detect 
rad/nuc materials at a large distance from the source and to quickly localize the source of the radiation. 



328 


FY 201 1 planned accomplishments include: 

• Complete Mission Need Statement. 

• Complete Capability Development Plan. 

• Complete Preliminary CONORS. 

• Develop Acquisition Plan. 

• Complete LRRD Limited Use Experiment (LUE) characterizing the performance of the SORDS and 
Roadside Tracker prototypes in simulated and actual operational environments and operated by 
stakeholders (law enforcement. DOE, Defen.se Threat Reduction Agency, and National Guard). 

• Complete Acquisition Decision Event 1 review. 

• Start AoA, incorporating operational modeling into the evaluation. 

FY 2012 planned accomplishments include: 

• Complete LRRD LUE final report. 

• Complete AoA. if any solutions meet the needs of the program then ORD will be developed, along 
with Life Cycle Cost Estimates and Integrated Logistics Support Plans. 

• Complete Acquisition Decision Event 2A/B reviews to evaluate whether any of the proposed 
systems, as documented by the Operational Requirements Document. ORD. should proceed on to 
system development. 

Internationa! Rati 

The International Rail (IRAIL) Program is targeted at preventing illicit rad/nuc material from entering into the 
U.S. via freight rail cargo across the Canadian and Mexican borders, t here arc technical and operational 
challenges that exist in this environment, such as the distance required to stop moving trains, the lack of 
uniformity at crossings along the U.S. Northern and Southern borders, and the difficulties in separating 
alarming rail cars for further examination. These challenges are being considered as part of the solutions 
development process. 

FY 201 1 planned accomplishments include: 

• Complete a Mission Needs Statement. 

• Complete an Initial Acquisition Plan. 

• Identify concepts generated from reviewing the FY 2010 International Rail Request for Information) 
that may warrant transformational research eftbrts. 

• Evaluate capabilities at test bed sites in the U.S. that can support data collection efforts to identify the 
technical and operational issues associated with scanning rail cargo for rad/nuc materials. 

• Develop preliminary requirements for technology performance and operational impact modeling and 
simulation efforts that can support IRAIL AoA. 

FY 2012 planned accomplishments include: 

• Complete an AoA for the Rail Cargo Scanning project for IRAIL. 

• Continue implementation of any cooperative project(s) identified working in concert with the Second 
Line of Defense. 

• Document, in concert with CBP. lessons learned from operational experiences with rad/nuc detection 
sy.stem(s) using passive and active detection at rail crossings. 
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• Document the performance of candidate international rail systemvS. 

On-Dock Rail 

The On-Dock Rail Program is analyzing alternatives solutions for scanning intermodal cargo containers 
(IMCC) arriving in the U.S. via ship and being directly transferred to rail cars at the ports. Presently, 98% of 
ship cargo is transferred to trucks at the Port of Entr>' (POE), which are subsequently screened via radiation 
portal monitors (RPMs) at the exit gates. The remaining 2% of cargo is transferred directly from ship to rail 
and currently is being scanned by mobile Radiation Portal Monitors (mRPM). The IMCCs must be dropped in a 
holding area before the mRPM scanning can occur. If the IMCC causes the mRPM to alarm, a handheld device 
is used to scan the IMCC. .After this operation is completed, the IMCCs are returned to a holding yard. 

Because of the lengthy scan time required by the mRPM and handheld device along with the additional IMCC 
moves required, there is a negative impact to the stream of commerce with the current system. DNDO and CBP 
are seeking a solution that will improve the stream of commerce How as well as improve the rad/nuc detection 
capability. 

FY 201 1 planned accomplishments include: 

• Data collection will be performed on the Straddle Portal Prototype at Savannah River National 
Laboratory (SRNL) to support the Analysis of Alternatives for this technology. 

• Data will be collected with the Mobile Nuclear Radiation Detection System (MNRDS) at SRNL for 
analysis of using this technology in secondary scanning. 

• Evaluate DOE Second IJne of Defense straddle-mounted detectors during an Operational Assessment at 
the Rail Test Center (R FC). Select a seaport and start preparations for the stream of commerce data 
collection for the SPP. 

• Bogin Analysis of Alternatives. 

F'Y 2012 planned accomplishments include: 

• Perform the stream of commerce data collection for the SPP at selected sea port. 

• Complete Analysis of Alternatives. 

• Perform the System Engineering Review for the On-Dock Rail Program. 

• Complete the Analysis and Select phase for the On-Dock Rail Program. This will end with the 
completion of Acquisition Decision Event 2A. 

• If approved, begin the Develop Programmatic Approach phase (Stage 2b) for the On-Dock Rail 
Program. 

Small Vessel Standoff Detection (SVSD) Program 

This program will develop and field a capability to provide standoff rad/nuc detection systems for scanning 
small vessels (less than 300 gross-tons). Currently, rad/nuc scanning of small vessels is accomplished by 
boarding the vessel and conducting an inspection with human-portable systems. However, current and future 
force levels for USCG, CBP. and other Federal, State, and local partners are only capable of boarding a small 
fraction of the daily small vessel traffic in U.S. waters. This program will allow maritime law enforcement 
officers to increase rad/nuc scanning of small vessels by reducing the need to board each encountered vessel. 

The program will initially develop a capability for scanning small vessels from maritime law enforcement 
vessels on the water ('“boat-to-boaf’ scanning). Using information from previous operational testing of current 
standoff detection equipment in a maritime environment, the SVSD Program will inform the future 
development of CONOPS. tactics, techniques, and procedures as well as the development of a materiel 
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capability to reduce the risk of a rad/nuc threat being transported or deployed by a small maritime vessel. An 
AoA in FY 201 3 will examine additional modes of encountering rad/nuc threats aboard small maritime vessels 
as identified in the Mission Needs Statement, including aircraft-to-boat (“aerial") as well as maritime 
geographic chokepoints and maritime/porl infrastructure (collectively referred to as “fixed”). 

FY 201 1 planned accomplishments include: 

• Initiate an Alternatives Analysis. 

FY 2012 planned accomplishments include: 

• Completed Acquisition Management Directive 102-01 activities to receive Acquisition Decision Event 
2A approval for boat-to-boat systems. 

• Complete AMD 102-01 activities to receive ADE 2B approval for boat-to-boat systems. 

• Complete requirements development study for Analysis of Alternatives. 

Non-^He Neutron Detection Alternatives 

The initial priority was to find an alternative technology' for portal monitors since these detectors use the largest 
quantity of Helium-3 (^FIc). Now that an alternative technology for ^He-based neutron detectors for portal 
monitors is in testing, attention is needed to address the other rad/nuc equipment, such as backpacks which is 
the next largest user of H ie within DHS. 

The backpack systems deployed by DHS and other Federal agencies currently u.se ^He-based neutron detectors. 
DNDO has been obtaining a few hundred liters per year of Hie to complete the mission as related to backpack 
systems, but the future availability of H ie gas is uncertain. New neutron detection technologies have been 
developed that may replace the need for Hie in backpack systems that address the low bulk and light weight 
requirements. This project's purpose is to accelerate the commercial development of a near term replacement 
for neutron detection and to satisfy requirements for equipment needed for the rad/nuc mission. 

For this effort, DNDO is not planning for government-led development of a backpack system. DNDO will 
release a Request for Information (RFl) for vendors to submit backpack systems for testing. The intent is to 
obtain and test commercial products to validate solutions to the ^He shortage. The strategy is to encourage 
development of a commercial solution through publication of DNDO’s acquisition plans. 

FY 201 1 planned accomplishments include: 

• Complete the test campaign for the Neutron Detector Replacement Program to identify alternatives to 
^He technologies for portal monitors with potential application for backpacks and handhelds. 

• Provide technical data to vendors participating in the lest campaign to accelerate the development of a 
commercial solution. 

FY 2012 planned accomplishments include; 

• Develop and release a RFI to test backpacks in commercial development that provide alternatives to 
^He-based neutron detectors. 

Multi-Pathway Scanning Integration 

ITiis program consists of two key projects: Holistic Airport Deployments and Multi-Pathway Systems 
Evaluation. 
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Holistic Airport Deployments 

This project focuses on analysis of operational needs and selection of potential solution options to enhance 
rad/nuc detection at domestic airport of entry (APOE) locations servicing international air cargo and general 
aviation. 

FY 2011 planned accomplishments include: 

• Complete site surveys for domestic APOEs with CBP and other relevant stakeholders. 

• Develop Mission Needs Statement. Capability Development Plan, and Preliminary CONOPS. consistent 
with Acquisition Management Directive 102-01 to document capability gaps and needs in domestic 
APOE operational environments. 

FY 2012 planned accomplishments include: 

• Complete analysis for deployment of Radiation Portal Monitors (RPMs) for a limited number of APOEs 
with high volumes of inbound air cargo. Deployment of RPMs in subsequent FYs are dependent upon 
availability of funding and other factors. 

• Initiate AoA process for APOEs. addressing the full scope of APOE operations. 

• Initiate modeling/simulation activities to support AoA process. 

• Initiate characterization testing of detection systems to support AoA proces.s and modeling/simulation 
activities. 

Multi-Pathway Systems Evaluation 

This project focuses on evaluating the feasibility of using Computed Tomography (CT) and Advanced 
Technology (AT) X-ray systems, currently deployed at airports to detect explosives, to detect rad/nuc materials. 

FY 201 1 planned accomplishments include: 

• Complete baseline CT/AT testing with DHS. S&T and complete feasibility assessment. 

• Based on feasibility assessment, jointly develop Mission Needs Statement. Capability Development 
Plan, and Preliminary CONOPS with Transportation Security Administration (TSA) and other relevant 
partners. 

FY 201 1 planned accomplishments include: 

• Continue partnering with S&T and TSA on path forward pending feasibility results of baseline CT/AT 
tests. (If a reasonable portion of the rad/nuc threat space can be delected by CT/AT systems, rad/nuc 
scanning of commercial passenger baggage could be greatly increased by leveraging existing CT/AT 
infrastructure with a relatively small investment in hand-held rad/nuc detection equipment and 
associated operational support for Federal law enforcement and security personnel.) 

Algorithm Improvement 

The Algorithm Improvement Program's (AIP) mission is to improve radioisotope detection and identification 
algorithm perfonnance. The AIP will define the specifications for the algorithm replay tool to interface with an 
algorithm test bed, scoring criteria to gauge performance. 
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i'he performance of the currently deployed gamma detection and identification algorithms affects every 
government program that procures radiation detection equipment to detect, identify, and intercept illicit rad/nuc 
material. More-accurate radioisotope detection and Identification algorithm performance in the field will 
improve the ability of deployed assets (i.e., handheld, backpack, and radiation portal monitor detection 
systems). 

FY 201 1 planned accomplishments include: 

• Determine if improvements to Einergy Windowing algorithms are deployable. 

• Validate DHSlsotopelD* against a standard set of spectra files. 

*DHSIsopt()peID is a high performance algorithm that provides analysts with the toots of fast and accurate evaluation 
that can accept data files from radMuc detection systems. 

FY 2012 planned accomplishments include: 

• Define benchmarks that will be used to measure algorithm performance. 

• Collect, with high-purity germanium and Sodium Iodide detectors, the source spectra for open and 
closed data sets for use with new algorithms and benchmarks, and validate. 

• Coordinate, across the govemmenL the proposed benchmarks and existing data sets, review scored 
algorithms, and discuss techniques to improve performance. 

• Define algorithm replay tool interface requirements, reference electronic package, isotopes of interest, 
and algorithm scoring criteria. 

Model Test Model 

The FY 201 1 spend plan identified funding to conduct the necessary efforts to establish the process for 
developmental programs to incorporate the Model-Test-Model (MTM) approach as recommended by the 
National Academy of Science. The future costs for the MTM approach are incorporated as part of the program 
management plan. 


Joint Integrated Non Intrusive Inspection Program 


DNDO Question: 

For systems development, please provide tables showing how much funding you are spending on the Joint 
Integrated Non Intrusive Inspection program in fiscal year 201 1 and proposed in fiscal year 2012. As part of 
this response, provide a brief description of the development elTorls and key milestones anticipated in 201 1 and 
2012 . 

ANSWER: 

The Joint Integrated Non-Intrusive Inspection (JINII) Program was replaced with the Cargo Advanced 
Automated Radiography System (CAARS) Advanced lechnology Demonstration (ATD). No FY 201 1 or FY 
2012 funds were spent/are proposed to be spent on JINN! or the CAARS ATD. Neither JINNl nor the CAARS 
ATD requires funding in FY 201 1 or FY 2012. 
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DNDO Question: 

How many fellowships were awarded in 2009-10. and are planned for fiscal yccirs 2011-12? In 2009 DNDO 
was planning to sponsor at least five graduate student fellows per year, partnering with a two different research 
laboratories, a number it proposed to increase to 15 annually. Please describe the status oflhe summer 
internship and research fellow programs in developing nuclear forensic capacity, and your plans going forward. 


ANSWER: 


NNFEDP Actual and Planned Expansion* (FY 2009- FY 2012) 


Undergraduate 

Goal: Reach out to academic community and feed students into 

4 


Rolled 

N/A 

Summer 

Nuclear Forensics Graduate Fellowship Proa^m. 



into 


Internships 

Description: DNlX)-sponsored initiative to place undergraduate 



NFUSP 



summer interns in national labs working on relevant NF-related R&D 



starting 



projects. FY 2010 with DOC Office of Science Summer 

Undergraduate Laboraloiy Internship (SULI) program. Beginning in 

FY 2011. internships will be incorporated into the new Nuclear 
Forensics Undergraduate Scholarship (NFUSP), 



FY i ! 


Nuclear 

Goal: Introduce undergraduate phvsics, chemistiv. and nuclear 

0 

0 


5 

Forensics 

engineering students to NF-re!ated research sponsored bv the USCi at 





Undergraduate 

the national labs, Designed to encourage science and engineering 





Scholarship 

students to become interested in NF as a career option and feed 





Program 

students into Nuclear Forensics Graduate Fellowship Program. 





(NFIJSP) 

Description: DNDO is supporting the inaiuniral NFUSP cohort in FY 






20 ti. Steady-state goal; support 5 .students per year by FY 30} 2. 





Regional 

Goal: Develop, initiate, and implement a comprehensive. 

0 

10 

10 

10 

Undergraduate 
Nuclear 
i-orensic.s 
Summer School 

experimental, hands-on training curriculum in topics essential to NF as 
a means of attracting students to pursue graduate studies in technical 
fields related to NF {and specifically, to feed students into the Nuclear 
Forensics Graduate Fellowship Program). 

Description: DNDO-srwnsored regional national lab-iiniversitv 
partnership: 6-week program comprising a scries oftopicai lectures, 
laboratory experiments, and field trips. FY 2010 hosted by UNL.V: 

FY 2011 to be hosted by WSU. Led by LANL, in cooperation with 
LLNL. PNNL. SRNL. and other national labs. Steady-stxite goal: 
support 1 0 students per summer cohort. 








10-15 


Glen T, 

Goal: Reach out to academic commiinitv and feed sfiulents into 

\5 

14 

1 0-15 

Seaborg 

Nuclear Forensics Graduate Fellowship Program. 





Institute 

Description; DNDO support.s graduate and iindergradnate interns at 





Nuclear 

LLNL and LANL each summer. Steady state goal: support 10-15 





Science 

Summer 

Iniernship 

Program 

intents each year. 
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Aelitttl 






2010 


.‘i» 1 

Nuclear 

Forensics 

Graduate 

Fellowship 

(NFGF) 

Program 

Goal: Encourage .students to pursue doctorate degrees in 
radiodieniistry and other NF-reiated disciplines and encourage 
universities to invest in these Wpes of programs. 

Description: DNDO • DoD (DTRA) Dartnership to fund Ph.D. 
students at approved universities, including tuition and stip>end for 12 
months and 2 summer practicums at a national lab. Renewable for up 
to a total of .y years. Two-year service payback requirement (at a 
national lab or Federal agency). Steady state goal: support 18 fellows 
per year by FY 20 12. 

10 

16 

IS 

18 

Post-Doctorate 

Fellowships** 

Goal: Encourage Ph.D. grads wdth relevant technical expertise to enter 
NF workforce. 

[>escriDiion: DNDO-soonsored Dost-doc fellows workins on relevant 
NF-related R&D projects at national labs: renewable for 3 consecutive 
years. Steady slate goal; 12 fellows per year by FY 2012. 


7 

!0 

12 

Nuclear 

Forensics 
.lunior Faculty 
Award Program 
(NFJFAP)** 

Goal: Provide universities with an incentive to recruit, promote, and 
retain qualiHed personnel to teach vvithin NF-related degree programs 
and contribute to associated R&D projects at universities. 

Description: ONDO-sponsored iunior faculty awards at universities. 
Awards encourage school matching funds and are renewable for 3 
consecutive years. Steady state goal: 6 awards per year by F Y 20 1 2. 

0 

4 


6 

Nuclear 

Forensics 

University 

Education 

Award F’rogi'am 
(NFEAP)** 

Goal: Encourage universities to develop interdisciplinary programs in 
NF-related disciplines in partnership with national labs. 

Description: DNDO •' DOE (NNSAi partnership to fund NFEAP. 
which was designed to replace DOE's Radiochemistry Education 

Award Program (REAP) after FY 2010. Awards require school 
matching funds and are renewable for 3 consecutive years. Steady 
.state goal: .5 awards per year by FY 2012. 


5 

.5 

,5 


^Numbers listed include only DNDO-funded students and awards. 

**Post'doc, NFJFAP. and NFRAP awards are geared toward meeting nuclear forensics mission needs, i.e.. with a focus on priority 
use R&D areas. 


DNDO will continue to assess the state of human capital w ithin the national laboratory system relative to USG 
National Technical Nuclear Forensics mission requirement.s. DNDO recognizes that the community must 
address this problem holistically, from restoring near-extinct academic programs to retaining cun-enl mid-to- 
scnior-level experts to capturing and transferring the know ledge of retiring experts (and partnering them with 
the next generation). Increased attention and support from Congress, the Administration, and the academic and 
scientific communities is enabling DNDO to maintain ongoing efforts and consider additional ways to advance 
this critically important program. 
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Transformational Research and Development 


DFSDO Question: 

For transformational research and development, currently a DNDO program but proposed for transfer to S&T. 
please provide a table showing how much DNDO spent in fiscal year 2010 and plans to spend in fiscal year 
2011 for detection materials, passive detection, active detection, systems integration, new starts, and 
continuation of projects. As part of this response, provide a brief description of the development elTorts and key- 
mi lestones in 20 1 0 and 2011. 


ANSWER: 

'['he table below shows the requested information for FY 2010 and FY 2011. The FY 2010 data represents the 
actual and the FY 201 1 data represents the spend plan under the Continuing Resolution. .Although systems 
integration is an important component of any project, DNDO’s Directorate for Transformational and .Applied 
Research (TAR) does not keep track of funds spent directly on systems integration. Systems integration is not a 
category of research. 




Cateaorv 

FY 2010 


Materials 

$ 11,900 

$ 11,900 

Passive Detection 

$ 31.000 

$ 26-200 

Active Detection 

% 28-600 

$ 27,900 

Systems Integration 

N/A 

N/A 




New Starts 

$ 15.600 

$ 16.800 

Continuation of Projecls 

$ 92,900 

$ 79,500 


The key FY 2010 accomplishments and the key FY 201 1 milestones arc shown below. 
FY 2010 accomplishments include: 


Near Term Research Program / Advance Technology Demonstration 

• Transitioned one Near Tenn Research technology to a formal pilot study, extended user evaluation, 
and/or an engineering development progrtun. 

• Conducted Performance Test Unit evaluations of three (3) technologies participating in the Stand-Off 
Radiation Detection System project. 

• Conducted Critical Design Reviews of three (3) technologie.s participating in the Shielded Nuclear 
Alarm Resolution project. 

• Conducted Preliminary Design Reviews of three (3) technologies participating in the Intelligent 
Radiation Sensor System (IRSS) project. 

• Initialed a new Near Term Research project for an .Advanced Radiation Monitoring Device that 
leverages breakthroughs in new scintillating material and processing electronics. 

Fixploralory Research Program 

• Initialed eight (8) new activities in the materials, passive detectors, neutron detectors, active 
interrogation, algorithms, or forensics project areas. 

• Conducted ten ( 1 0) feasibility evaluations of new radiological and nuclear detection technology. 



336 


• Conducted four (4) proof of concept evaluations of emerging radiological and nuclear detection 
technology. 

• Transitioned one (1 ) exploratory research technology to a Near Term Research project. 

• Completed development of several low-rate production efforts for new- scintillator detector material. 

Basic Research Program / Academic Research Initiative 

• Awarded seven (7) new basic research grants to Univereities. 

• Provided support to eighty (80) students. 

• Conducted an annual grantees conference. 

FY 201 1 planned accomplishments include: 

Near Term Research Program / Advanced Technology Demonstration 

• Transition one (I ) Near Term Research technology to a formal pilot study, extended user evaluation, 
and/or an engineering development program. 

• Conduct Performance Test Unit evaluations of two (2) technologies participating in the Shielded 
Nuclear Alarm Resolution project. 

• Conduct Critical Design Reviews of three (3) technologies participating in the Intelligent Radiation 
Sensor System project. 

• Conduct Preliminary Design Reviews of three (3) technologies participating in the Advanced Radiation 
Monitoring Device project. 

• Initiate a new Near Term Research project for standoff radiological and nuclear detection in the aerial 
and maritime domains. 

Exploratory Research Program 

• Initiate eight (8) new activities in the materials, passive detectors, neutron detectors, active interrogation, 
algorithms, or forensics project areas. 

• Conduct twelve (12) feasibility evaluations of new radiological and nuclear detection technology. 

• Conduct four (4) proof of concept evaluations of emerging radiological and nuclear detection 
technology. 

• Transition one ( 1 ) exploratory research technology to a Near Term Research project. 

• Provide neutron detectors for four (4) different detection technologies to the Helium-3 detector 
replacement evaluation test program. 

Basic Research Program / Academic Research Initiative 

• Award seven (7) new basic research grants to Universities. 

• Provide support to eighty (80) students. 

• Publish ten ( 1 0) peer-reviewed papers based on supported basic research. 

• Conduct an annual radiological and nuclear basic research conference. 
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DNDO Question: 

For iransformational research and deveiopment, please provide a table showing how much DNDO spent on 
academic research initiatives in fiscal year 2010 and plans to spend in fiscal year 201 1 for materials, detectors, 
forensics, systems integration, policy studies, new starts, and continimtion of projects. As part of this response, 
provide a brief description of the development efforts and key milestones anticipated in 2010 and 2011. 

ANSWER: 

The table below shows the requested information forFY 2010 and FY 201 1. The FY 2010 data represents the 
actual and the FY 201 1 data represents the spend plan under the C.R. The Academic Research Initiative 
program does not have any projects categorized as “System Integration’ or ■‘Policy Studies.” The milestones 
are provided in Question for the Record #29. 



CategoTV 

FY 2010 

FY 2011 C.R. 

Materials 

$ 4.100 

$ 4.200 

Detectors 

$ n.700 

.S lifTotTl 

Forensics 

$ LOGO 

S i.IOO 

Svstems Intearalion 

N/\ 

N''A 

Policy Studies 

N/A 

N/A 




New Starts 

S 3,500 

$ 3,500 

Continuation of Projects 

$ 15,300 

$ 15,400 


DNDO Question: 

For transformational research and development, piea.se provide tables showing how DNDO spent on the 
intelligent personal radiation locator program in fiscal year 2010 and expects to spend in fiscal year 201 1 for 
development and testing. As part of this respon.se, provide a brief description of the development efforts and 
key milestones anticipated in 2010 and 2011. 


ANSWER: 

The Intelligent Personal Radiation Locator Advanced rcchnology Demonstration final report was released in 
the first quarter of 2010. thus no FY 2010 or FY 2011 lunds were spent. 

DNDO Question: 

For transformational research and development, please provide a table showing how much DNDO spent on 
stand-off detection ATDs in. fiscal year 2010 and expects to spend in fiscal year 201 1 for development and 
testing. As part of this response, provide a brief description of the development efforts and key milestones 
anticipated in 20 ! 0 and 2011. 

ANSWER: 

The Stand-off Radiation Detection System Advanced Technology Demonstration completed device 
characterization in FY 20 10, The SORDS final report is to be completed in F Y 2011. This effort spent $2.4M 
in FY 20 U) and expects to spend $ 1 80K in FY 2011. 
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j Advanced Technology Demonstration (ATP) | __ 

Test and Evaluation Infrastructure 


DNDO Question: 

For lest and evaluation infrastructure, please provide a table showing how much DNDO spent in fiscal year 

2010. expects to spend in fiscal year 201 1 and proposes for 2012 for assessments to include operations, 
infrastructure, data management, and testing to support components. State, and local partners. As part of this 
response, provide a brief description of the development efforts and key milestones anticipated in 20 1 0 and 

2011. Please include an update of status and operations at the Nevada Te.st Site (the Radiological/Nuclear 
Countenneasures Test and Evaluation Center) and sites outside NTS (such as the Rail Te.st Center), and the 
status of the Data Collection System used to support these operations. 


ANSWER: 


A iFS'! \M>i;V AttATU>N 
(llolhira ill ThciWiMib) 

Budget 

FY 2010 

FY 201 1 C.R. 

FY 2012 

Operations' 

5.616 

5.240 

8.392 

Facility Infrastructure^ 

5,500 

7.498 

9.499 

Test Data Management 

2.000 

5,100 

4.204 

Directed Testing 

4.000 

4.200 

4.808 

GRaDER 

- 

2.991 

816 

Total 

17,!16 

25,029 

27,717 


includes Systems Engineering support for Test Planning and Data Collection System formerly found 
in the Systems Engineering and Architecture PPA 
^ Includes Special Nuclear Material (SNM) Sources Program 
' Includes Algorithm Test Bed 


Operations: 

The Test and Evaluation (T&E) Operations program continues to provide core T&E operational capabilities to 
provide critical data to support design and development decisions. To meet this requirement, a cadre of 
experienced and trained nuclear experts design, plan, execute, analyze, and report test results which are 
paramount to advance key program decision points. 

FY 20 10 accomplishments include: 

• Conducted individual test campaigns. 

o Human Portable Radiation Detection System (HPRDS). 
o Relium-.! (He-.'l) COTS (Commerciai-off-the-Shelt) test. 

o Cargo Advanced Automated Radiography System (CAARS) - Science Applications International 
Corporation .system test, 
o CAARS - L3 Communications system test, 
o DOLPHIN - Maritime detection system test, 
o Advanced Spectroscopic Portal - Mobile/SUV test, 
o HANDHELD lest for GR- 1 35+ detectors. 
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o ADVANCED i lANDHELD developmental test, 
o BASIC HANDHELD development test, 
o BASIC HANDHF'LD operational assessment. 

o J ACCIS (Joint Analysis Center Collaborative Infoimalion System) developmental test, 
o ADVANCED HANDHELD independent operational assessment, 
o PAXBAG (Passenger and Baggage) operational assessment. 

• Based on Ports of Entry operational alarm reporting on monocalcium phosphate (agricultural fertilizer), 
a Rapid Response Test was conducted to assess the detection sensitivity of portals for both Advanced 
Spectroscopic Portals, polyvinyl toluene detectors, and handheld units against this material to 
distinguish between this common commodity vs. threat alarms. 

• Continued to use experts from DOE national labs for test planning and execution. 

FY 201 1 planned accomplishments include: 

• Conduct 15 planned individual test campaigns. 

c Basic Handheld Operational Assessment, 
o He-3 Alternative Government Developed Neutron Detector, 
o Basic Handheld Initial operational test. 

o Rapid Response Test for Backpack Radiation Detection Systems, 
o Illicit rrafficking Radiation Detection Assessment Program test. 

0 Alternative Neutron Detection Module Functional Acceptance test, 
o Alternative Neutron Detection Module Environment test, 
o Alternative Neutron Detection Module Integration lest, 
o Alternative Neutron Detection Module Field Validation test. 

0 IIe*3 alternative Neutron Detector Replacement Program characterization test, 
o On-Dock Rail Radiation Detection Straddle Carrier Operational Assessment, 
o On-Dock Rail Straddle Portal Prototype and Mobile Nuclear Radiation Detection System test, 
o Gryphon Airborne System Data Collection test, 
o Fixed Site Detection System developmental test. 

FY 2012 planned accomplishments include: 

• Conduct up to 15 individual test campaigns. 

• Conduct a rapid response test to resolve alarm Issues that occur during operations, including POE 
radiation scanning. 

Facility Infrastructure: 

Conducting rad/nuc detections systems testing can be accomplished at several locations; the main DNDO test 
center Radiological/Nuclear Countermeasures Test and Evaluation Complex (RNCTEC) at the Nevada National 
Security Site (N2S2). formerly NTS, as well as Rail Test Center in Tacoma. WA. and various national 
laboratory facilities, including Pacific Northwest. Los Alamos, Oak Ridge, and Savannah River National 
Laboratories (all locations that have hosted DNDO testing in past years). 

Radiological/Nuclear Counienneasures Test and Evaluation Complex (RNCTEC) 

DNDO has invested substantial resources in establishing RNCTEC with upgrades over the past several years 
including: 
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• Expanded l est Support Communications Capability 

o Installed computer network and the data collection system, 
o Limited Access Area upgraded in preparation for video teleconferencing, 
o Upgraded the solar powered wireless system from a single system to three independent systems, 
o Installed solar powered cameras and video monitors (data display and test monitoring) that run 
on an independent fourth wireless system, 
o Installed an intercom system within and between the buildings, 
o Additional phone and conference phones established. 

• Graveled portions of the facility to assist with dust control. 

• Installed a Command Console in the Test Support building. 

• Upgraded the water system to correct a code violation and established iw'o potential test areas in the 
process. 

The physical security upgrades have been delayed due to budget cuts and an impending vulnerability analysis 
that is expected to be completed in FY 2011. 


Rail Test Center 


The Rail Test Center (RTC) is currently conducting the Operational Assessment of the Department of Energy 
Radiation Detecting Straddle Carrier (RDSC) as part of the On-Dock Rail Program. The RTC Mobile 
Command Center (is positioned at the Pierce County Terminal next to the new CBP booth and is used to collect 
data for the assessment. DNDO installed infrastructure at the terminal to conduct this assessment including a 
CBP booth, a secure wireless data network, and remotely operated cameras. DNDO also modified the RDSC 
and its software to operate at the terminal. 

FY 2010 Rail Test Center accomplishments include: 

• Conducted a data collection at Port of Tacoma and Port of Seattle for Human Portable Radiation 
Detection System Program. 

FY 201 1 Rail Test Center planned accomplishments include; 

• Complete the Operational Assessment of the RDSC. scanning approximately 1 ,500 containers and 
documenting the results in a final report. 

Special Nuclear Material (SNM) sources 

Testing rad/nuc systems requires specific and specialized equipment or testing including test objects that 
simulate realistic threat materia) or devices and use special nuclear material (SNM) sources. The SNM test 
sources available through DOE are limited and require substantial protective measures due to the quantities of 
SNM involved. Therefore. DNDO has a source program which designs, fabricates, and registers various sizes 
of Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) and Weapons Grade ( WG) and Reactor Grade (RG) Plutonium (Pu) 
sources that have appropriate signatures but do not pose a safeguards concern. These test sources can be used in 
operational environments. 

FY 2010 SNM Sources accomplishments include: 

• Fabricated and delivered four copies for Category 4 HEU Sources of size # I . 
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• Completed characterization of Category 4 HEU sources of size # 1 . and Department of Fransportation 
certification for these sources. 

• Nuclear Regulatory Commission compiled a sealed source safety evaluation review or compliance on 
the WGPu source that DNDO created and uses today. 

FY 201 1 SNM Sources planned accomplishments include: 

• Fabricate and deliver four additional Category 4 HEU spheres of size #2. Two different core designs 
will be used to represent different characteristics. 

• Complete design ofCategory 4 HEU sphere of size #4. 

• Initiate fabrication of two Category 4 WGPu sealed sources in the largest size. 

FY 2012 SNM Sources planned accomplishments include: 

• Initiate fabrication of Category 4 HEU Spheres. Assemble HEU spheres into two sets. 

• Complete fabrication of two Category WGPu sealed sources in the largest size. 

Test Data Management: 

This project focuses on the collection, analysis, rejxirting and archiving of test data collected during DNDO test 
campaigns as well as the collection of similar test reports by other agencies. Two data management systems are 
developed under the Test Data Management program: the Archive and Retrieval Management System (ARMS), 
and the Report Analysis and Archive System (RAAS). 

ARMS is a repository' that will store and retrieve all T&E data for every DNDO system under test. The 
fundamental need for this system is based upon the requirement for a centrally controlled repository of verified 
data sets, traceable distribution of DNDO data as requests are made to perform additional analysis with the test 
results, documented ground truth-based detector response characteristics for all systems under every test to 
allow for data mining and fusion analyses, and retrievable test data for independent audit report 
recommendations. 

RAAS has evolved into an information management system for the retention and dis.seminaiion of test reports 
and evaluations of several classes of radiation detection equipment from various agencies such as DHS, DOD 
(Defense Threat Reduction Agency). DOE. national laboratories, and others. These agencies have sponsored 
and/or conducted studies, evaluations and tests on equipment currently in their inventories and deployed for the 
detection, localization and identification of special nuclear material and other radioactive materials. This 
repository of test reports is made available to all appropriate organizations with an interest in rad/nuc detection 
equipment performance. 

FY 2010 Test Data Management accomplishments include: 

• Completed storage of 240 radiation and radiography reports with metadata into the RAAS available to 
all Federal agencies. 

• Launched ARMS 2.0 (Web-ba.sed archival retrieval data management system) containing data from 22 
test events and with request tracking capability for the 54 current ARMS users registered. 

• Began work on ARMS 3.0 which extends 2.0 to include enhanced data search capability. 

• Managed data that will be collected in DNDO test campaigns, and enhanced the integration of the data 
into ARMS. 


FY 2011 Test Data Management planned accomplishment include: 
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• Archive 690 reports. 

• Review, evaluate and add 182 radiation and radiograph reports to expand the content of RAAS. The 
current system includes reports for the following classes of equipment; 

o Active Interrogation Systems, 
o Advanced Spectroscopic Portal Monitors, 
o Directional Detector/Imaging System, 
o Health Physics Instruments. 

o Human Portable Instruments (non-spectroscopic & spectroscopic), 
o Mobile Instruments (non-spectroscopic & spectroscopic), 
o Personal Radiation Detector (non-spectroscopic & spectroscopic), 
o Radiography Sy.stems. 

o Hand-held Radioisotope Identifiers; Radiation Portal Monitors, 
o Spectrometers. 

• Improve import, export, and search capabilities of ARMS .3.0 with request tracking capability for 74 
cuirent ARMS registered users. 

• Define and simplify the interface between the data collection system (DCS) used at the test site and 
ARMS. 

FY 2012 Test Data Management planned accomplishments include: 

• Review, evaluate and add 150 radiation and radiograph reports to expand the content of RAAS. 

• Continue information sharing of analysis, studies, and tools to expand the content and the capabilities of 
the ARMS across DNDO user community and with peer organizations. 

• Develop data visualization tools to graphically represent all test event data and content stored within 
ARMS. 


Algorithm Test Bed 

Most radiation detectors utilize algorithms of various complexities to notify users of the presence of 
radiological material. The ‘'inteiligence*' of algorithms varies between radiation detectors; therefore, it Is 
important to understand the capabilities and limitations ofalgorithms utilized in a variety of different radiation 
detectors. To this end. DNDO needs the capability to evaluate the baseline performance of detector algorithms; 
and compare new and existing detector algorithms against standardized sets of both modeled and measured 
threats in a virtual environment. These modeled results can be used to significantly augment the physical tests 
performed by DNDO to help improve current algorithms and map out the limits of performance for existing 
algorithms. DNDO’s primary resource for performing these types of computational studies is the Algorithm 
Test bed (ATB) at John Hopkins University Applied Research Laboratory (JIIU/APL). Additionally, this 
program is designed to integrate with the parallel Algorithm Improvement Program ( AlP); ATB will provide an 
evaluation capability for the algorithms developed under AlP. 

FY 2010 Algorithm lest Bed accomplishments include: 

• Completed modeling tools (such as tools to inject a threat spectrum into a spectrum of actual screened 
cargo) to perform simulations of a wide sco|:^ of SNM threat objects in lieu of field testing with these 
sources. 

• Developed and validated injection study tools for one Advanced Spectroscopic Portal (ASP) system and 
one polyvinyl toluene (PVT) system since the current test source profiles and a comprehensive report 
describing the methodology has been completed. 

• Performed regression testing of software updates to ensure that enhancements to the software did not 
unintentionally create deficiencies elsewhere in the code. 

• Support DHSIsotopelD (rad/nuc ID software) development and continued testing. 
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• Completed fifteen analytical studies such as: 1) ASP regression study performed with modified 
threshold settings which led to Customs and Border Protection (CBP) approval to proceed to Field 
Validation testing, and 2) DHSlsotopelD regression studies provided an independent assessment of 
strengths and weaknesses of the algorithms used in ASP, Human Portable Radiation Detection Systems 
(HPRDS) and Radioactive Isotope (GR-135) technologies. 

FY 2011 Algorithm Test Bed planned accomplishments include: 

• Continue to support algorithm development and optimization techniques and injection studies for a 
wider range of detection systems adding HPRDS and mobile systems. 

• Continue to perform regression testing of software updates of DNDO-developed systems as needed, 
including DHSlsotopelD testing and assessment of development. 

• Stand-up the Generic Algorithm Test Bed which allows for spectroscopic algorithm assessment 
against a set of standardized metrics developed by a peer group. This allows distribution of 
standardized, diverse data sets to a large field of algorithm developers. 

FY 2012 Algorithm Test Bed planned accomplishments include: 

• Continue to perform studies that allow programs to make informed program-wade decisions for 
increased performance and deployment of detection systems. 

• Accept spectroscopic algorithms from developers and assess using the Generic Algorithm Test Bed 
to increase and diversify data sets for development and assessments. 

Directed Testing: 

DNDO routinely conducts test campaigns to characterize currently available equipment in operationally 
relevant environments and CONOPS. Such tests provide for the assessment of equipment in addition to the 
developmental and operational tests. State and local entities have repeatedly staled their need for these test 
results to inform them in the development of effective preventive rad/nuc detection (PRND) programs at the 
State, local, and Tribal level. 

DNDO has evaluated PRND equipment in order to provide performance evaluation information on specific 
models and their potential operational utility. The following classes of detectors have been evaluated in the past 
under the Directed Test funding: personal radiation detectors, handheld, backpack and mobile detection 
systems, and radiation detection systems suitable for maritime environments and aerial platforms (initiated and 
planned in FY 2010). The class of detection system for evaluation with the highest priority in FY 2012 will be 
selected in FY 201 1. 

While the Directed Testing program has similar goals and users of the test data as the GRaDBR program. 
Directed Testing is conducted by DNDO and is based on threat informed and mission related DHS performance 
requirements. The test objectives therefore go beyond consensus standards and change for specific scenarios 
and over time. 


FY 201 0 Directed Testing accomplishments include; 

• Completed the Dolphin test campaign to evaluate the performance of commercial and government off 
the shelf rad/nuc detection systems mounted on small vessels and tested in San Diego harbor under 
operational conditions with United States Coast Guard. 

• Initialed collaboration with Defense Threat rcduction Agency and DOE to complete test planning for 
joint test campaign of detection systems that could be used on airborne platforms (Gryphon lest). 
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• Established and planned an intemationai collaboration program with European Union (EU) for 
conducting Illicit Trafficking Radiation Assessment Program (ITRAP+IO) tests, leveraging ITRAP 
tests, performed in 1997. 

• In collaboration with EU. established testing protocols for ITRAP+ 1 0 for nine rad/nuc categories of 
equipment. 


FY 201 1 Directed Testing planned accomplishments include: 

• Conduct laboratory and crane testing of the Gryphon test of airborne detection systems in collaboration 
with DOE and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

• Conduct cooperative testing of ITRAP+1 0 technologies at European and US testing facilities in 
collaboration with the EU and DOE. 

FY 2012 Test Directed Planned Accomplishments: 

• Complete Gryphon test campaign at Nevada National Security Site to inform Federal, Slate and local 
operational entities of the performance of aerial detection systems. 

• Complete testing and produce EU/US ITRAP+10 reports. 

• Initiate the next Directed Test dependent on highest priority determined in FY 201 1. 

Data Collections Systems (DCS): 

The Data Collection System (DCS) is used to support the Domestic Nuclear Detection Office (DNDO) test 
events. DCS supports the collection of data for cutting-edge rad/nuc detection and interdiction technology used 
in a variety of environments by the U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP). the United States Coast Guard 
(USCG). law enforcement, state and local and public safety operational agencies, and foreign countries. The 
DCS provides the following capabilities for rad/nuc detection testing and evaluation: data capture, collection, 
analysis, display, calculations, comparison, verification, format, parsing, reporting, and export. The DCS 
supports complex test configurations involving all combinations of stationery' and moving technologies and 
sources for passive and active detection systems. Please note that in FY 201 1 funding for DCS is included 
under Sy,stems Engineering Program. Starting in FY 2012 the DCS funding will be included in T&E 
Operations. 

FY 2010 DCS accomplishments include; 

• Tests Supported by DCS 

0 DOLPHIN -Maritime Detection Systems test, 
o Standoff Radiation Detection Systems test. 

0 Handheld Portable Radiation Detection Systems test. 

0 L-3. SAIC and RAPISCAN Cargo Advanced Automated Radiography System (CAARS) 
Technology Demonstration and Characterization. 

FY 201 1 DCS planned accomplishments include: 

• Tests Supported by DCS for FY 201 1 

o On Dock Rail (SPP) - Straddle Portal Prototype at Savannah River National Laboratory (SRNL). 
o On Dock Rail (MNRDS) - Mobile Nuclear Radiation Detection System at SRNL. 
o GRYPHON laboratory and crane mounted testing - Oak Ridge National Laboratory, 
o ITRAP (testing in Italy as well as US) - Illicit Trafficking Radiation Assessment Program. 



345 


FY 2012 DCS planned accomplishments include: 

• The Data Collection System will be used for all testing events. 


Red Team and Net Assessments 


ONDO Question: 

For red teaming and assessments, please provide a table showing how much DNDO spent in fiscal year 2010. 
plans for FY 201 1 and requests in fiscal year 2012 tor covert projects, modeling project, and overt projects. As 
part of this response, provide a brief description of the development efforts and key milestones anticipated in 
2010 and 2011. 

ANSWER: 


UI>n»TKAM AND MLTASSfflSSlCNfS 

IIMtanu fteMwdM 


FY 2010 

FY20I1C.R. 

FY 2012 

Covert Projects 

$ 4.180 

$ 4.280 

$ 5.480 

Modeling Projects 

$ 2,200 

$ 2.250 

S 2.000 

Overt Projects 

$ 3.624 

$ 3,720 

$ 3,748 

TOTAL 

S 10,004 

S 10,250 

S 11,228 


Each project is part of an integrated Red feam and Net Assessments (RTNA) program. Some efforts may have 
both covert and overt components but for simplicity were placed in only the category' representing the majority 
of the effort. The Net Assessments Team accomplished 39 activities from Fiscal Year 2010 to the present 
including: 

• PaxBag Assessment. 

• Vehicle-based Detection Capabilities Assessment. 

• VIPR Assessments-3 exercises and 8 classes. 

• 1801 L Street Assessment. 

• COOP Assessment. 

• NCE-21 engagements. 

• San Diego Maritime Assessment. 

• Puget Sound Maritime Assessment. 

• Comprehensive Maritime Assessment. 

• Three (3) presentations to FEMA 

• Two (2) NCE Annual Reports and presentations. 

• Two (2) presentations to SLSWG meetings. 

• STC Assessment. 

• Program Assistance - NCR. 

• Program .Assistance - North Texas. 

• Capabilities Development Initiative - New Mexico. 

• 9 SETCP Follow-on Engagements. 

The Red Team accomplished 45 activities in Fiscal Years 2010-201 1 including: 


In FY 2010; 
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• 13 Overt Tests. 

• 3 Covert Tests. 

• 1 1 Exercise & training events. 

• 3 Adversary studies. 

• 2 Academic studies. 

In FY 2011: 

• 3 Overt Tests. 

• 3 Covert Tests. 

• 5 Exercise & training events. 

• 2 Adversary studies. 

From FY 2010 to present date, efforts in support of modeling under the Probabilistic Effectiveness 
Methodology (PEM) have accomplished two (2) ATEs. 

FY 2010 accomplishments include: 

Covert Projects 

• Conducted covert testing and adversarial red team activities, including use of threat objects and 
scenarios. 

• Continued assessments of Federal detection capabilities to include seaports and aviation. 

• Continued to assess domestic State and local capabilities. 

Overt Projects 

• Continued assessing the effectiveness of international. Federal. State, territoriai, tribal. local agency, 
and first responder PRND training. 

• Conducted assessments of the operational effectiveness and performance ofDNDO programs and deployed 
PRMD capabilities. 

o Continued assessment of the Securing The Cities (STC) program, its capabilities and viability 
for possible expansion to other UASI regions 

• Continued the PR.ND National Capabilities Effort (NCE) to base-line State and local detection 
capabilities. 

Modeling Projects 

• Conducted workshops on nuclear terrorism to enhance adversary portrayal in the probabilistic model 
under development. 

• Completed the first phase of development of a probabilistic model that incorporates an adversary’s 
aspirations coupled with a comprehensive transportation network. 

FY 201 1 planned accomplishments include: 

Covert Projects 


Conduct covert testing and adversarial red team activities, including use of threat objects and 
scenarios. Continue assessments of Federal detection capabilities to include seaports and aviation. 
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Continue to assess domestic State and local capabilities and align with DNDO outreach programs. 
Integrate assessment activity to assess at a system level vice individual segments. 

Overt Projects 

• Assess the effectiveness of international. Federal, State, territoriai, tribal, local agency, and first 
responder PRND training. 

• Conduct assessments of the operational effectiveness and performance of DN DO programs and deployed 
PRND capabilities. 

o Continue the assessment of STC program in the NYC region. 

o Complete the assessment of the West Coast Maritime Pilot. 

• Continue the PRND NCE. 

• Initiate planning for assessment of the GNDA in FY 201.1-2014, including a detailed assessment of the 
domestic portion of the GNDA. 

Modciina Projects 

• Refine the probabilistic model by itilly incorporating red team and net assessment findings and 
recommendations and conducting analysis that enhances the nation’s PRND defenses, and conduct 
model verification, validation, and accreditation. 

FY 2012 planned accomplishments include: 

Coven Projects 

• Conduct covert testing and adversarial red team activities, including use of tlireat objects and 
scenarios. Continue assessments of Federal detection capabilities to include seaports and aviation. 
Continue to assess domestic State and local capabilities and align with DNDO outreach programs. 
Expand integrated assessment activity to assess at a system level vice individual segments. 

Overt Projects 

• Conduct assessments of the operational effectiveness and performance of DNDO programs and deployed 
PRND capabilities. 

o Continue the assessment of SIC program in the NYC region and begin as.sessmenl of STC in 
next region selected. 

• Continue the PRND NCE. 

• Continue planning for assessment of the GNDA, including a detailed as.sessment of the domestic 
portion of the GNDA. 

Modeling Projects 

• Review the requirements in order to ensure that the probabilistic mode! meets newly identified 
customer needs and develop a plan to implement these improvements. 
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Joint Analysis Center 


DNDO Question: 

For the joint analysis center, please provide a table and narrative detailing how much DNDO spent in 2010, is 
planned in 20 1 1 and requested for 20 1 2 for collaborative information systems and operations. 

ANSWER: 


JCMVT AS\I % Sfik ( » vr»lt 


Description 


FY 2010 

FY20n C.R. 

FY 2012 

Joint Analysis Center (JAC) 

JAC Operations 

4,000 

1.870 

1.853 

Technical Reachback Program 

12,600 

10.936 


Secondary Reachback Program 



7,165 

Nuclear Assessment Program 

11.100 

7,500 


Subtotal 

27,700 

20306 

15,845 

JAC Collaborative Information System (JACCIS) 

5.100 

3,216 

5,025 

Total 

32,800 

23,522 

20,870 


The Joint Analysis Center Collaborative Information System (JACCIS) is the information technology system 
developed to receive, manage, analyze, and report on all data from the Global Nuclear Detection Architecture. 
The system provides a needed enterprise infrastructure to support JAC operations; facilitates the sharing of 
radiation detection data and information across Federal, regional and municipal users: and supports the 
movement of technical data to support alarm evaluation and adjudication. The JACCIS will support rad/nuc 
infomiation exchange, collaboration, and situational awareness, addressing ail parts of the GNDA. 

During FY 2010, JACCIS completed Critical Design Review, l est Readiness Review, the JACCIS systems in 
DFIS Data Center 2 were fully operational, the development of JACCIS version 1 .0 was completed and installed 
in Data Center 2. JACCIS 1 .0 completed Developmental Testing, and JACCIS 1 .0 completed security 
certification, 


Significant accomplishments in FY 201 1 include completion of JACCIS developmental testing; initiation of 
agile development efforts to support evolutionary' development: JACCIS production system in place at DHS 
Data Center 2; completion of JACCIS certification and accreditation at DHS Data Center 2: receipt of authori ty 
to operate (ATO) letter; and readiness of DHS Data Center 1 to receive JACCIS production unit. 

FY 2012 planned accomplishments include; 

• Complete all requirements for Full Operating Capability. 

• Continue refinements of the data model within JACCIS to ensure compatibility with NIEM N42.42 
and N.25 standards. 

• Expand current level of connectivity to existing networked detection systems communications systems 
and situational awareness links to Federal operations and intelligence centers. 

• Establish connectivity with the Mission Critical Messaging (MCM) system once MCM begins 
operation. 
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Training and Exercises 


DNDO Question: 

For training and exercises, please provide a table and narrative detailing how much DNDO spent in 2010, plans 
to spend in 201 1 and is requesting for 2012 for training development and exercises. 


ANSWER: 




FY 2010 

FY2011 C.R. 

FY 2012 


(Obligated) 

(Plans to spend) 

(Request) 

Training and Exercises 

$5,636 

$7.53.3 

$8,098 


These costs include the program management, contract management, and technical oversight of training and 
exercise development and implementation. Management costs include contracts with training and exercise 
partners who are doing the design, development, and implementation of training and exercises. Feedback and 
analysis are incorporated into the processes for both training and exercises. The low costs reflect economies 
achieved through leveraged capabilities for training and exercise development and implementation with Federal 
partners. 

FY 2010 accomplishments include: 

• Exercises provided support to State and local agencies in developing and implementing exercises 
designed to evaluate the PRND capability. The training program developed training through 
supported DNDO Pilot programs such as the STC program, and the Maritime pilot projects in Puget 
Sound, WA and San Diego, CA. 

FY 201 1 planned accomplishments include: 

• Build templates for use by State and local PRND involved agencies to facilitate the development and 
implementation of training at the local level. State and local agencies received exercise support in 
evaluating their PRND capability. Training engaged in a large scale task analysis to further define the 
training needs and requirements. Existing training courses were provided to state and local agencies 
with additional courses beginning their development cycles. 

FY 201 1 planned accomplishments include; 

• Exercises continues to serve the needs of state and local agencies in designing, developing, and 
delivering PRND exercises to test the existing capability leading to improvements. State and local 
agencies are expected to receive support in FY 2012. Training plans to ramp up the course 
development process given the completion of the task analysis. Additional courses for instruments, 
operations and planning will be available to serve the needs of existing PRND stakeholders and to 
meet the needs of agencies beginning the PRND mission. 
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Systems Acquisition 


DNDO Question; 

For systems acquisition funding, please provide a table and narrative showing how you are allocating the fiscal 
year 201 1 appropriation and how you plan to allocate the $36.4 million requested in the fiscal year 2012 budget 
request for radiation portal monitors. Please include specific figures on how many and what types of portal 
monitors you plan to acquire, the cost to deploy each type, and how much you will spend on functionality 
improvements and retrofits. 

ANSWER; 



PPA 

FY20II C.R. 

Funding Allocation 

src 

$ 19.940 

HPRDS 

$ 10.000 


Consistent with its FY201 1 Budget request, DNDO will not allocate any of the funding provided under the FY 
201 1 Continuing Resolution for the Radiation Portal Monitor Program PPA. 

The FY 2012 Presidenf s Budget allocated the fill! $37.4M requested for the radiation portal monitor program. 
CBP and DNDO have presented a joint strategy for a path forward for secondary screening for containerized 
cargo to the DHS Acquisition Review Board (ARB). Once the Department has made a final decision on ASP- 
certification. Congress wall be briefed on the exact obligation of these fund.s. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE David Price 

Mr. Warren Stern, Director, Domestic Nuclear Detection Office 
Dr. Alexander Garza, Assistant Secretary, Office of Health Affairs 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 Budget Request - DNDO and OHA 
April 5,20U 


OFRs submitted by THE HONORA BLE David Price 
Chemical Detection 


OHA Question: 

OHA’s Chemical Defense Program has been working to establish a concept of operations (CONORS) for state 
and local first responders to use to prepare for and respond to a chemical event. This CONORS will provide 
first responders and state and local officials with guidance and technical information in order to employ an 
effective chemical defense posture within their cities, should they determine the risk warrants that. OHA 
conducted a pilot at a Baltimore transit facility beginning in September 2010 that involved multiple Federal 
agencies, the stale of Maryland and city of Baltimore, fhey would like to conduct additional pilots in indoor 
venues, at stadiums and perhaps with other cities. These pilots will culminate in the deployment of chemical 
detectors with approved local CONORS in January 2013. For 2012, OHA is requesting $2.4 million for this 
effort. State and locals will need to use grant dollars to procure chemical detectors; OHA has no plans to do so. 

While chemical weapons have a more limited destructive potential compared to nuclear and biological 
weapons, the threat is real. Dr. Garza, how do you see your small program fitting into this detection picture? 
What have you learned from the pilots to date that could be a breakthrough in early detection of a chemical 
attack? 

ANSWER: 

The OHA Chemical Defense Program is focused beyond chemical detection. The intent of the Baltimore 
Demonstration Pilot Project which began in September 2010, is to build a proof-of-concept of a national 
chemical defense framework that includes using and evaluating chemical detection technology. This larger 
chemical defense framework encompasses risk assessment, developing and implementing technical 
specifications based on that risk assessment, detector placement, CONORS development, training and exercises 
at the community-level. 

Most toxic chemicals have a rapid onset of effects (minutes to hours) necessitating immediate actions and rapid 
multiagency coordination. This abrupt onset is too rapid for an effective federal response that would influence 
the decisions and actions during this early (first hours) period when lives arc most likely to be saved or lost. 
State and federal support will still be needed in a timely manner but will take time to mobilize and the greatest 
opportunity for lives saved will be immediately following the release. Therefore, federal support for a chemical 
attack must emphasize community preparedness during this early phase of the response rather than just 
promoting chemical detection. OHA's efforts in the demonstration project to date show that linking detection 
technology to specific actions through an end-to-end strategy is a breakthrough in early detection of chemical 
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attacks. Detection technology must be aligned with the specific risks for the community’s vulnerable venues 
and once the detector alarms, the focus must be on “what then?” Detection technology is not the sole solution 
to chemical defense. It is a tool to provide an early signal that should lead to decisive actions that save lives. 

So far, from the Baltimore project local Maryland stakeholders as well as the other participating transit agencies 
who received Transit Security Grant funding for chemical detectors for a subway transit environment have 
provided positive feedback regarding OHA’s facilitation in MTA's efforts to procure and select chemical 
detectors as well as to build the subway and community CONOPS for a chemical event. Further, this pilot 
project has demonstrated to date the importance of developing a test and evaluation process for chemical 
detectors. In a recent Vendor Workshop (March 201 1), which OHA hosted and organized, the Transit Security 
grantees from five cities listened to thirteen commercial chemical detector vendors responding to a Request for 
Information that OHA issued in December 2010. Currently, communities rely on vendors' claims regarding the 
efficacy of these detectors to perform in a subway transit environment. OHA intends, through this project, to 
develop a detailed test plan to test selected commercial chemical detectors to determine their efficacy to meet 
the technical specifications developed by our office for chemical detection systems for use in a subway transit 
environment. 


Efforts to Reduce the Likelihood of a Nuclear or Biological Attack 


Question: 

As I said in my opening statement, in 2008, the Commission on the Prevention of Weapons of Mass Destruction 
Proliferation and Terrorism concluded that "unless the world community acts decisively, it is more likely than 
not that a weapon of mass destruction will he used in a terrorist attack somewhere in the world by the end of 
2013 ”. Tfie Commission believed that terrorists were more likely to obtain and use a biological weapon than a 
nuclear weapon. Dr. Garza and Director Stern, other than the BioWatch and ASP programs we have already 
discussed, what efforts do you have underway to reduce the likelihood of a nuclear or biological attack? What 
is the most promising? 

OHA ANSWER: 

The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) draws upon an array of programs and expertise to support and 
implement its mission to prevent terrorist attacks: reduce vulnerability to terrorism; and minimize damage and 
assist in recovery from a terrorist attack. Countering biological threats is part and parcel of DHS’ all-hazards 
approach to securing the Homeland. This etfort is articulated in Mission 1 of The Quadrennial Homeland 
Security Review Report (QHSR)\ preventing terrorism and enhancing security by preventing the unauthorized 
acquisition or use of chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear materials and capabilities. DHS is also 
actively engaged with interagency partners in implementing Presidential Policy Directive 2 (PPD-2) in support 
of the National Strategy for Countering Biological Threats. This Strategy emphasizes initiatives that are 
directly relevant to reducing the likelihood of attack by a variety of adversaries. 

DHS pre-event preparation activities include: risk assessments; material threat assessments in support of 
material threat determinations; systems analyses, research and development (R&D); threat awareness training 
programs; intelligence analyses; and outreach to the private sector, state, local, and tribal officials and 
intemational partners. These activities are supported by several components, including: the Office of Health 
Affairs (OHA), Science and Technology Directorate (S&T), National Protection and Programs Directorate 
(NPPD), Office of Intelligence and Analysis (l&A), Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE), Office of 
Operations Coordination and Planning (OPS), and Customs and Border Protection (CBP). 

However, with little to no visible footprint in advance of an attack, preventing a biological attack from taking 
place may be difficult. This underscores the need to also pursue preparedness and response strategies that focus 
on addressing vulnerabilities and reducing consequences after an attack has occurred. Detection is the key for 
advanced warning for initiating response actions to a biological attack. OHA’s BioWatch Program provides an 
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early deleclion capability and thereby an opportunity to respond to the release of a biological agent before 
exposed individuals develop symptoms of illness in order to mitigate the potentially catastrophic impact on the 
population. The current mitigation strategy emphasizes a quick, coordinated response through early detection 
and characterization followed by rapid distribution and dispensing of medical countermeasures to the exposed 
population, making an effective detection and surveillance program of critical importance to the success of the 
Nation's bioterrorism preparedness and rcs|X)nse efforts. 

OHA works closely with our state, local, and tribal partners to advance preparedness and response capabilities 
and helps to prepare local areas to the demands inherent to a biological attack. OHA works with the authorities 
in each of the BioWatch jurisdictions to develop and execute exercises of the BioWatch protocols and 
subsequent response activities. In addition, OHA and FEMA led the DHS Anthrax Response Exercise 
Series (ARES), intended to evaluate common target capabilities associated with response to biological threats 
and to improve incident management and public health responses to an anthrax incident across all levels of 
government. ARES conducted one tabletop exercise in each of the 10 FEMA Regions as well as a Federal 
interagency exercise. These programs are establishing trusted partnerships among national security efforts, and 
the public health and emergency management communities and will be valuable in boosting national 
preparedness for catastrophic biological events. 


DNDO ANSWER: 

Our research, development, testing, and evaluation for radiological and nuclear detection systems are focused 
on providing improved capabilities for the operators. 

DNDO’s work on systems development has been focused on advancing technical performance of detection 
systems for a variety of applications. The approach to systems development relies on commercial development 
of systems paired with modeling and testing to standards. Six years ago. there were fewer industry players 
making this type of equipment. The private sector has become more involved with research and development 
for these types of technologies and we encourage the use of new commercial-off-the-shelf devices. Our 
approach is to be more flexible and adaptable in our requirements that will allow us to take advantage of the 
private sector enhancing existing products and develop new devices. 

As for specific technologies, we have recently reached an important milestone for the development of advanced 
handheld systems, which were developed through DNDO and approved for production and deployment in 
September 2010. This system is the first of DNDO's next generation human-portable systems and will be 
acquired for IJ.S. Customs and Border Protection and other users in support of their operations. Following the 
success of our advanced handheld, the small area search handheld system, RadSeeker, will be ready for a 
production and deployment system this year. 

Additionally, our longer term research and development efforts are really beginning to come to fruition with 
advancements in a variety of detection-related fields. Technological advancements examined within DNDO's 
transformational and applied research program include new detector materials and alternatives for neutron 
detection. One promising material is CLYC (cesium-lilhium-ytlrium-chloride), which has better capabilities and 
even can do gamma and neutron discrimination. The FY 201 1 and FY 2012 President's Budget Requests 
requests transfer the transformational and applied research program for radiological and nuclear detection to 
S&T from DNDO. The current appropriation for FY 201 1 has TAR remaining in DNDO. If the TAR program 
is transferred to S&T in FY 2012, DNDO will continue to be closely engaged with TAR projects to ensure 
integration of research, development, test and evaluation efforts and address needs identified in the global 
nuclear detection architecture. 

Our new technologies will help us explore different ways to do radiological and nuclear detection operations. 
One example of DNDO’s R&D work that is transitioning through technology push ef forts is our Long Range 
Radiation Detection (LRRD) program. This program features technology prototypes developed by our 
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transformational and applied research dir^torate. The overarching goal of the LRRD program is to determine if 
a passive, long-range, radiological/nuciear detection system with localization capability should be developed 
and fielded. DNDO is actively engaging Federal, State, and local partners to assess the technology. This 
program allows us to introduce new technologies to operators with technical capabilities that they may not be 
aware are available. We can assess the potential for further development based upon their feedback and 
evaluations. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Tom Latham 

Mr. Warren Stern, Director, Domestic Nuclear Detection Office 
Dr. Alexander Garza, Assistant Secretary, Office of Health Affairs 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 Budget Request - DNDO and OHA 
April 5,2011 


QFRs submitted by THE HONORABLE Tom Latham 


DNDO Question: 

As you know, we have some concerns about the relationships between Iran and some of the nations to our 
south. Has the increased Iranian interaction with these countries heightened the alert status of your Office, and 
if so, in what ways? 

ANSWER: 

While the close relationship Iran has cultivated with Venezuela and its expanding interests with both Bolivia 
and Nicaragua seem largely based on shared economic and political interests, the potential nexus with nuclear 
teiTorism and/or illicit trafficking of nuclear or radioactive material, particularly in light of Iran’s expanding 
nuclear interests, will remain a concern for the continued development and enhancement of the Global Nuclear 
Detection Architecture (GNDA). The GNDA will continue to focus on building detection architecture capacity 
at both the national and regional levels through bilateral USG and international assistance programs as well as 
through multilateral efforts such as the Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism. 


DNDO Question: 

For some time, after the nuclear smuggling detection mission was expanded in the wake of 9/1 1, the GAO and 
others had concerns about the planning and coordination of efforts, amongst the responsible agencies, to combat 
nuclear smuggling. Are you confident, today, that the planning and coordination functions of your anti- 
smuggling mission, among the responsible agencies, is now on sound fooling in the combating of nuclear 
smuggling? 

ANSWER: 

Defining the global nuclear detection architecture is DNDO's primary mission and also its biggest challenge. 

We are moving towards redefining this architecture through coordination with partners and we are using a 
disciplined approach to determine priorities. 

Working with our interagency and intra-agency partners to develop the GNDA Strategic Plan, last fail, was a 
big step forward in developing and coordinating an enhanced architecture. Building upon the important work 
that went into the interagency GNDA Strategic Plan will be e.ssential in .shaping and enhancing the architecture. 
Releasing our domestic implementation plan for the GNDA and moving forward with its objectives is a 
paramount goal in 201 1 . 
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The new GNDA Strategic Plan and the latest GNDA Annual Report and Radiological and Nuclear Terrorism 
Risk Assessment, which are under development, will serve as an excellent foundation for further development 
of the GNDA. But these are just the first steps in this phase of increased coordination, and additional work is 
necessary, on such areas as refining metrics, coordinating implementation, and establishing priorities. The 
coordination of the GNDA has reached a level of maturity not seen previously, but there remains a need for 
further advances in coordination. 

Examples of interagency planning and coordination in support of the GNDA: 

Within DHS, DNDO has spearheaded three major interagency coordination activities with respect to the Global 
Nuclear Detection Architecture (GNDA). First, in December 2010. DNDO led an interagency and intra-agency 
group to produce the first ever GNDA Strategic Plan. The plan established 10 objectives and 30 performance 
goals for the USG's efforts in support of the GNDA, with specific agencies matched to particular performance 
goals for the first time. Second, in 20 1 1 , DNDO has been shepherding the development of the report on the 
Joint Annual Interagency Review of the GNDA, working with the same partners. The report, which is 
undergoing final clearance, represents a major expansion from previous reports, with a more-complete view of 
the different portions of the implemented GNDA and an initial analysis on the trends in the GNDA expansion. 
Third, DNDO has created an interagency steering group to oversee the design, development, and results of 
terrorism risk analysis related to the GNDA. The group includes representation from eight Federal agencies, the 
Intelligence Community, and 10 DHS components and has met regularly for eighteen months to assist with the 
de.sign of the latest Radiological and Nuclear Terrorism Risk Assessment (RNl'RA). The improved 
coordination among agencies in the risk analysis of radiological/nuclear (rad/nuc) terrorism has resulted in this 
risk product that more effectively captures risks, consequences, vulnerabilities, and adversary behavior and has 
become sufficiently mature to guide sensor deployments and assess the effectiveness of alternative CONOPS. 
The ultimate result is better coordination among the USG and an integrated method for understanding strategy 
effectiveness and how it reduces the risk from rad/nuc teixorism. While DNDO cannot make resource 
allocation decisions for other agencies or departments, wc work closely on joint projects and are required to 
report on GNDA activities annually. 
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

WITNESS 

CRAIG FUGATE, ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGE- 
MENT AGENCY 

Opening Statement: Chairman Aderholt 

Mr. Aderholt. The hearing is called to order. Good morning. 

Today we welcome the Administrator of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, better known as FEMA, Craig Fugate, to dis- 
cuss his Agency’s $8.2 billion request for fiscal year 2012. 

As we know, FEMA has continued to evolve in the years fol- 
lowing Hurricane Katrina and has been required to make changes 
under the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 
2006. This law expanded FEMA’s responsibilities and authorities 
for disaster response and recovery in integrated preparedness func- 
tions. Today we want to hear from Administrator Fugate on how 
the transformation is proceeding and the challenges he faces in the 
coming year. We will also want to hear from him on some concerns 
we have of FEMA’s budgeting. 

Over the last year FEMA has worked to help devastated commu- 
nities rebuild itself As a Member of Congress from a State that is 
very familiar with severe damage from catastrophic events, I know 
firsthand FEMA’s successes and, regrettably, FEMA’s struggles. 

Administrator Fugate, this Committee has a strong history of re- 
sponding to your Agency’s needs, providing funding that was so 
desperately needed to rebuild and reorganize FEMA in the post- 
Katrina era, and we will continue to do so, but that funding cannot 
be a blank check. Today our country faces disaster of a different 
kind, a fiscal disaster that will require change that some may find 
hard to accept. This means that today, more so than ever, we must 
budget responsibly for known requirements, and we must also en- 
sure that funding is in line with measurable goals on the Federal, 
State and local levels. 

Administrator, I want to touch on two of the issues of greatest 
concern facing us this year in reviewing your budget request; first, 
your Disaster Relief Fund, or DRF, as it is sometimes referred to. 
As we sit here today, the DRF inches closer and closer to insol- 
vency. Last year when faced with this exact situation. Congress 
bailed out the DRF with a $5.1 billion supplemental. Now, just a 
few months later, your Agency has informed us that the $5.1 bil- 
lion was not enough, and you need an additional appropriations to 
complete this year. Today we believe you need almost $1.5 billion 
for this year, but, frankly, I am not sure how confident I am with 
that figure since it seems to change rather frequently. But what- 
ever the number is, we know that it is significantly more than 
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what is available, even when including the $5.1 billion extra Con- 
gress provided just a few months ago. How will you complete this 
year when we all know that the DRF is almost broke? 

We have asked repeatedly what FEMA will do, and thus far no 
one can answer, even as the balance in DRF continues to diminish. 
You are forcing Congress to address a situation, since, once again, 
the administration has failed to do so. In the current fiscal environ- 
ment this means cuts throughout the entire Department of Home- 
land Security, cuts that may be unappealing to many, but cuts that 
are necessary in order to bail out FEMA. In other words, we are 
forced to take money from other Department of Homeland Security 
components to fill EEMA’s shortfalls. 

While the shortfall in fiscal year 2011 is of great concern, the sit- 
uation in fiscal year 2012 is alarming. The Department continually 
states that it funds to a rolling 5-year average, but the math does 
not work. By our math, based on your 5-year average, you need 
$4.6 billion just for the average cost of noncatastrophic events. 
Added to that we understand you need $3 billion for the costs asso- 
ciated with prior-year catastrophic events, costs you knew about 
before you submitted a budget to Congress, but failed to fund. This 
brings it to a total of $7.6 billion. However, your fiscal year 2012 
budget only requests $1.8 billion for the Disaster Relief Eund. This 
puts individuals and communities at great risk. 

What we would like to hear from you today is your reasoning be- 
hind this. When I asked Secretary Napolitano this exact question 
just 4 weeks ago, she said you would recover more money from 
prior-year unobligated balances, and that you would seek a supple- 
mental to cover the full cost. Eirst, the President’s budget assumes 
$900 million from prior-year recoveries. Thus far you have not ad- 
justed that number, and we have seen no plan to show how this 
will be achieved. 

Second, what is more astonishing is that we sit here 6 months 
from the beginning of the next fiscal year, and your end game for 
fiscal year 2012 is to ask for an emergency supplemental even 
though this unfunded amount is not an emergency, and it was 
known prior to the submission of the fiscal year 2012 budget. This 
has to be one of the most startling examples of irresponsible budg- 
eting shenanigans that this subcommittee has seen. I trust that 
during our discussion today you can add some insight as to this ra- 
tionale for this request. 

The second issue in front of us today is the continuing lack of 
metrics for the billions of dollars we have invested in the first re- 
sponder grants. Since 9/11, the U.S. taxpayers have invested over 
$33 billion in first responder grants. The question we ask year 
after year is how much safer are we, how better prepared are we, 
what are the gaps, how much more needs to be done; however, year 
after year we don’t get answers, yet the Department asks for more 
money even though we have no quantifiable justification to support 
these requests. 

According to staff reports, you are working on metrics, but the 
Departments have told Congress the same thing many times in the 
past. EEMA has tried multiple times to create metrics, but all ef- 
forts have resulted in failure. Now we hear that a new revised 
Homeland Security Presidential Directive 8 will address the na- 
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tional preparedness, and thus FEMA is waiting on it before devel- 
oping metrics. 

While we need to support our local fire responders, we must seek 
a method to determine what we are getting for the billions in grant 
funding we appropriate from this subcommittee each year. After al- 
most a decade of investment, it is time to stop making excuses and 
address the situation with the seriousness that is needed so that 
our taxpayers have confidence that hard-earned money is being 
used as effectively as possible. In short, these grant programs were 
never meant to permanently subsidize local responsibility, but help 
bolster capability by buying down risk and addressing gaps so 
States and local governments could respond. However, to do this, 
we need to measure the capabilities and gaps so that taxpayer 
funds are invested in a wise manner. 

Administrator, these are not new concerns, and issues of which 
you are very familiar. I look forward to your thoughts and your in- 
sights as we have our discussions today on these problems and 
what progress you have made in the last year, as well as the chal- 
lenges that remain. I would be remiss if I didn’t, however, thank 
you for taking on such a challenging job that you have taken on 
at such an important time in our Nation’s history, and this sub- 
committee understands the challenges that you have. 

As your written testimony will be placed in the record, I would 
ask that you take about 5 minutes to summarize it for the com- 
mittee. But before you begin, I would like to recognize the ranking 
member Mr. Price for his opening remarks. 

[The information follows:] 
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The Honorable Robert Aderholt 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 

Opening Statement: 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
Fiscal Year 2012 Budget 

Witness: 

Administrator Craig Fugate 
10:00 AM I Wednesday | April 6, 2011 | 2362-A RHOB 


Hearing is called to order [ gentle strike of gavel ] - 

Good morning. Today we welcome the Administrator of the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), Craig Fugate, to 
discuss his agency’s $8.2 billion request for fiscal year 2012. 

As we all know, FEMA has continued to evolve in the years 
following Hurricane Katrina, and has been required to make changes 
under the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Aet of 2006. 
This law expanded FEMA’s responsibilities and authorities for disaster 
response and recovery and integrated preparedness functions. Today, 
we want to hear from Administrator Fugate on how the transformation is 
proeeeding and the challenges he faces in the eoming year. We will also 
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want to hear from him on some concerns we have with FEMA’s 
budgeting. 

Over the last few years, FEMA has worked to rebuild devastated 
communities and to rebuild itself. As a member of Congress from a 
State that is very familiar with severe damage from catastrophic events, 1 
know firsthand of FEMA’s successes - and, regrettably, of FEMA’s 
struggles. Administrator Fugate, this Committee has a strong history of 
responding to your agency’s needs by providing the funding that was so 
desperately needed to rebuild and reorganize FEMA in the post-Katrina 
era - and we will continue to do so BUT that funding will not be a blank 
check. 

Today our country faces a disaster of a different kind - a fiscal 
disaster that will require changes that some may find hard to accept. 

This means that today - more so than ever - we must budget responsibly 
for known requirements, and we must also ensure that funding is aligned 
with measurable goals on the Federal, State and local levels. 


Administrator Fugate, I want to touch on two of the issues of 
greatest concern facing us this year when reviewing your budget request. 
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First, your Disaster Relief Fund or DRF. As we sit here today, the 
DRF inches closer and closer to insolvency. Last year, when faced with 
this exact situation Congress bailed out the DRF with a $5.1 billion 
supplemental. NOW , just a few months later, you agency has informed 
us that the $5.1 billion was not enough and that you need additional 
appropriations to complete this year. Today, we believe you need 
almost $1.5 billion for this year but FRANKLY I am not sure how 
confident I am with that figure, since it seems to change rather 
frequently. But whatever the number is . we know it is significantly 
more than you have available - even when including the $5.1 billion 
extra Congress provided just a few months ago. 

Administrator Fugate, how will you complete this year when we 
all know that DRF is almost broke? We have asked repeatedly what 
FEMA will do and thus far, no one can answer ...even as the balance in 
DRF continues to diminish. You are forcing Congress to address the 
situation since; ONCE AGAIN, the Administration has failed to do so. 

In the current fiscal environment, this means cuts throughout the 
entire Department of Homeland Security - cuts that may be unappealing 
to many, but cuts that are necessary in order to bail out your agency. In 
other words, we are forced to take money from other DHS Components 
to fill FEMA’s shortfalls. 
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While the shortfall in FYl 1 is of great concern, the situation in 
FY12 is alarming. The Department continually states that it funds to a 
rolling five-year average but the math does not work. 

=> By my math. . .based on your five-year average... you need $4.6 
billion just for the average cost of non-catastrophic events. 

Added to that, we understand you need $3 billion for the costs 
associated with prior year catastrophic events. . .costs you knew 
about before you submitted a budget to Congress but failed to 
fund. 

=:> This brings us to a total of $7.6 billion. 

=> However, your FYl 2 budget only requests $1.8 billion for DRF. 
This puts individuals and communities at great risk. Why would 
the Department do this? 

When I asked Secretary Napolitano this exact question just four 
weeks ago, she said that you would recover more money from prior year 
unobligated balances AND that you would seek a supplemental to cover 
the full cost. 
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=> FIRST - the President’s budget assumes $900 million from prior 
year recoveries; thus far you have not adjusted that number, and 
we have seen no plan to show how this will be achieved. 

^SECOND - what is more astonishing to me is that as we sit 
here — six months from the beginning of the next fiscal year — your 
endgame for F Y 1 2 is to ask for an emergency supplemental even 
though this unfunded amount is not an emergency, and it was 
known prior to the submission of your FY 1 2 budget. 

This is one of the most startlins examples of irresponsible budsetins 
shenanisans / have ever seen. 

Administrator Fugate, I trust that during our discussion today, you 
can add some insight as to the rationale for this request. 

The second issue in front of us today is the continuing lack of 
metrics for the billions of dollars we have invested in First Responder 
Grants. Since 9/1 1, the U.S. taxpayers have invested over $33 billion in 
First Responder Grants. 

Year after year, we ask you, “How much safer are we?” How 
better prepared are we? What are our gaps? How much more needs to 
be done? However, year after year, we don’t get answers - yet the 




365 


Department asks for more money - even though you have no 
quantifiable justification to support the request. 

Your staff says you are working on metrics but the Department has 
told Congress the same thing many times in the past. FEMA has tried 
multiple times to create metrics but all efforts have resulted in failure. 
Now we hear from the Administration that last week the President 
signed a revised Homeland Security Presidential Directive 8 that 
addresses national preparedness and focuses on outcomes and 
assessment to measure and track progress - maybe this will enable you 
to move forward on this task. 

While we need to support our local first responders, we must seek 
a method to determine what we are getting for the billions in grant 
funding we appropriate each year. After almost a decade of investment, 
it is time to stop making excuses and address this situation with the 
seriousness that is needed so that our taxpayers have confidence that 
their hard-earned money is being used as effectively as possible. In 
short these grant programs were never meant to permanently subsidize 
local responsibilities but to help bolster capability by buying down risk 
and addressing gaps so States and local government could respond; 
however, to do this we need to measure the capabilities and gaps so 
taxpayer funds are invested wisely. 
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Administrator Fugate, these are not new concerns and are issues 
with which you very familiar. I look forward to your thoughts on these 
problems and what progress you have made in the last year, as well as 
the challenges that remain. I thank you for taking on such a challenging 
job at such an important time. 

As your written testimony will be placed in the record, I ask that 
you take no more than five minutes to summarize it for the Committee. 
But before you begin, I would first like to recognize Mr. Price, our 
distinguished Ranking Member, for his opening remarks. 

### 
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Opening Statement: Ranking Member Price 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Welcome, Mr. Fugate. We are glad to welcome you back to the 
Subcommittee to testify once again on the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency’s work to prepare our country for disasters 
and to mitigate and minimize any losses. I want to thank you for 
your leadership of this critical government function. You have 
brought to the job the expertise and experience of a seasoned emer- 
gency manager, and you have left your distinctive mark on the 
Agency, building a more decentralized FEMA that is designed to be 
closer to the States and to respond to their needs more effectively. 
I am interested to hear how your work is progressing, including 
any measures of the success of your reforms. 

Our main purpose here today is to discuss your 2012 budget, and 
I want to flag some concerns as we get this hearing under way. The 
request for FEMA is $6.8 billion. That is 5 percent, or $339 million, 
below the 2010 enacted level. It appears that your Agency has been 
asked to do the most with the least amount of resources compared 
to other DHS components. 

In the current rush to cut government services, we need to be 
particularly careful that we do not sacrifice our Nation’s prepared- 
ness for disasters. Disasters, after all, are going to happen. They 
are unavoidable, but many of their consequences can be avoided 
with the right preparation. I have already expressed concern to the 
Secretary about your 2012 request for disaster relief, which ap- 
pears to provide only enough resources to last about halfway 
through the fiscal year. And the request does not recognize an ad- 
ditional $6 billion in catastrophic costs that are coming due. If we 
know the costs for ongoing recovery activities associated with large 
disasters, then it makes sense to provide Congress with a budget 
request that will meet those disaster relief obligations. Emergency 
supplementals should be used for unanticipated emergencies, not to 
meet half of the annual funding needs that we, in fact, can antici- 
pate. 

It also worries me that your request substantially reduces fund- 
ing in staffing levels within the management of the administration 
account. After I became Chairman of this Subcommittee, we spent 
4 years making sure FEMA had sufficient staffing and resources to 
support States and localities in times of emergency, to provide effi- 
cient oversight over the billions of State and local first responder 
grants it is responsible for each year, and to soundly manage your 
Agency’s finances, logistics, human capital and contracting efforts. 
We need to understand these reductions better to make sure that 
they in no way impede your missions. So you are going to need to 
let the Subcommittee know if that is not the case; otherwise we are 
going to want to scrutinize those reductions very skeptically. 

The budget request also substantially reduces funding for a vari- 
ety of grant programs, including cutting assistance to firefighters 
by $140 million, and cutting in half funding for the Emergency 
Food and Shelter Program at a time when States and localities are 
still on shaky economic footing. We want to know if and how we 
can justify such reductions. 
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On the other hand, I am pleased to note the modest increases 
you have proposed for Emergency Management Performance grants 
and Urban Area Security grants. And I am glad you are seeking 
to maintain funding for port and transit grants at the 2010 level. 
Especially as States and localities are cutting funding to emergency 
and public safety, these grants are a critical bulwark against the 
erosion of preparedness at the local level. 

Finally, your request more than halves funding for the Flood 
Hazard Mapping and Risk Analysis Program. We know that flood- 
ing is the most frequent and costly natural hazard in the United 
States. In fact, much of the northern half of U.S., from Montana 
to New York, faces an above-average risk of flooding in the next 
few weeks, according to the National Weather Service. FEMA is re- 
quired by law to update flood maps and the risks associated with 
flooding every 5 years, so we need to know how you plan to con- 
tinue meeting your statutory requirements with the significantly 
reduced resources. The alternative, of course, is an acceptance of 
greater risk and potentially greater cost to local communities and 
the Federal Government. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I hope that we can work together to address 
these problems as we develop our 2012 funding recommendations. 
And, Administrator Fugate, we look forward to working with you 
in this endeavor. I want to thank you for your service to the coun- 
try. We look forward to a productive discussion today and con- 
tinuing to work together for our resilient Nation. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Price. 

[The information follows:] 
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Administrator Fugate, I’m glad to welcome you back to this Subcommittee, 
testifying once again on Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) work 
to prepare our country for disasters and to mitigate and minimize any losses. I 
want to thank you for your leadership of this critical government function. You 
have brought to the job the expertise and experience of a seasoned emergency 
manager, and you’ve left your distinctive mark on the agency; building a more 
decentralized FEMA that is designed to be closer to the states and to respond to 
their needs more effectively. I’m interested to hear how that work is progressing, 
including any measures of the success of your reforms. 

Principally, however, we are here to discuss your 2012 budget, which raises 
some concerns. The request for FEMA is $6.8 billion, 5 percent or $339 million 
below the 2010 enacted level. It appears that your agency has been asked to do the 
most with the least amount of resources compared, to other DHS components. In 
the current rush to cut government services, we need to be particularly careful that 
we do not sacrifice our nation’s preparedness for disasters. Disasters, after all, are 
unavoidable; but many of their consequences can be avoided with the right 
preparation. 

I have already expressed concerns to the Secretary about your 2012 request 

for Disaster Relief, which appears to provide only enough resources to last about 

halfway through the fiscal year. And the request does not recognize an additional 

$6 billion in catastrophic costs that are coming due. Administrator, if we know the 
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costs for ongoing recovery activities associated with large disasters, then it makes 
sense to provide Congress with a budget request to meet these Disaster Relief 
obligations. Emergency supplementals should only be used for unanticipated 
emergencies, not to meet half of your annual funding needs. 

It also worries me that your request substantially reduces funding and 
staffing levels within the Management and Administration account. After 1 
became Chairman of this Subcommittee, we spent four years making sure FEMA 
had sufficient staffing and resources to support states and localities in times of 
emergency; to provide efficient oversight over the billions of state and local first 
responder grants it is responsible for each year; and to soundly manage the 
agency’s finances, logistics, human capital and contracting efforts. We need to 
understand these reductions better to make sure that they, in no way, impede your 
missions. Please let this Subcommittee know if this is not the case. 

The budget request also substantially reduces funding for a variety of grant 
programs, including cutting assistance to Firefighters by $140 million and cutting 
in half funding for the Emergency Food and Shelter program, at a time when states 
and localities still are on shaky economic footing. Tell me how we can justify such 
reductions. On the other hand, I’m pleased to note the modest increase you’ve 
proposed for Emergency Management Performance Grants (EMPG) and Urban 
Area Security (UASI) grants. And I’m glad you’re seeking to maintain funding for 
port and transit grants at the 20 1 0 level. Especially as states and localities are 
cutting funding to emergency management and public safety, these grants are a 
critical bulwark against the erosion of preparedness at the local level. 
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And finally, your request more than halves funding for the Flood Hazard 
Mapping and Risk Analysis program. We know that flooding is the most frequent 
and costly natural hazard in the United States. In fact, much of the northern half of 
the U.S. — from Montana to New York — faces an above-average risk of flooding in 
the next few weeks according to the National Weather Service. FEMA is required 
by law to update flood maps and the risks associated with flooding every five 
years. So we need to know how you plan to continue meeting your statutory 
requirements with these significantly reduced resources. The alternative, of 
course, is an acceptance of greater risk and potentially greater costs to local 
communities and the federal government. 


Mr. Chairman, I really hope that we can work together to address these 
problems as we develop our 20 1 2 funding recommendations. 

Administrator Fugate, I want to thank you for your service to our country. I 
look forward to a productive discussion today and to continuing to work together 
for a resilient nation. 
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Opening Statement: Administrator Fugate 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Fugate, we look forward to your testimony. 

Mr. Fugate. Good morning, Chairman Aderholt and Ranking 
Member Price, and members of the committee. I am here today to 
present the FEMA fiscal year 2012 fiscal budget. And given that 
you have already taken my written testimony, I just want to hit 
a couple key points, because I think you really would like to get 
into the Q&A piece of this and actually discuss some of the issues 
you have raised. 

Our mission is to support State and local first responders. There 
is this tendency that people think of FEMA as a response organiza- 
tion. What we do is coordinate and facilitate on behalf of the 
present homeland security Federal resources when disaster strikes 
and Governors request assistance under the Stafford Act. But alter- 
natively, we also provide support to other Federal agencies when 
they need coordination on behalf of those authorities that you have 
given us. 

I have been doing this for a while in budget discussions. I have 
never been told to go do what you need to do, and it is a blank 
check. We have always had to work within the constraints of the 
budget. We have always had to prioritize. In many cases we have 
to make hard decisions that are not always easy, and that is the 
reality of coming from local and State government and dealing in 
constrained budget environments where the disasters do not stop 
and having to prioritize those issues and funds that are available 
to continue to ensure that we are ready to respond and support our 
citizens in their time of need. 

Because of the significant investment that was alluded to with 
the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act and the in- 
vestments that have been made in the Agency, we have been work- 
ing to take steps not only to implement the improvements required 
in the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act, but also 
to look at how we do business and further reduce that cost in the 
overhead of administering disasters. We are trying to do what we 
feel are the things that increase that efficiency, focusing continu- 
ously on the mission and the outcomes and taking a hard look at 
the business processes and asking questions: Why are we doing it 
this way? Is there a better way to do it? Can we reduce the overall 
cost without affecting our ability to deliver services? 

Some of this is the straightforward approach of why are we hav- 
ing to do all the traveling when we can use conferences and 
videoconferencing tools to meet that need, shutting off and turning 
off excessive equipment that isn’t needed that was turned on dur- 
ing past disasters, looking at how we can leverage our resources 
and personnel to do a better job by reorganizing our team to reflect 
what we do, and looking at an outcome-based strategic plan. 

I will just close with this, Mr. Chairman, and prepare to take 
questions. When you read most strategic plans, they talk in various 
terms about what you want to do, but they very rarely put a num- 
ber about what you are going to measure it against. And so in 
doing this, our strategic plan is based upon what are the types of 
events and outcomes we need to achieve in large-scale catastrophic 
disaster response. And we are looking at basing that outcome on 
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the needs of the immediate response issues, the intermediate 
phases, into the long-term recovery aspects. 

Again, our mission statement as issued by Congress is to prepare 
for, protect against, respond to, recover from, and mitigate all haz- 
ards. But we also know that FEMA is not the team, we are part 
of the team. And we have to be able to make sure that our working 
relationship with our State and local partners, the private sector, 
and most importantly the public, is the foundation of how we ad- 
dress this country’s risk from disaster. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. Administrator. And we appreciate 
your testimony. 

[The information follows:] 
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I. Introduction 

Good morning Chairman Aderholt, Ranking Member Price, and distinguished Members of the 
Subcommittee. My name is Craig Fugate, and I am the Administrator of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA). It is an honor to appear before you today on behalf of FEMA to 
discuss our Fiscal Year (FY) 2012 budget request. 

As you know, FEMA has changed the way we do business over the past several years. FEMA 
was included in the organizational realignment that led to the creation of the Department of 
Homeland Security in the aftermath of the September 1 1, 2001 attacks. FEMA also underwent 
major organizational changes after Hurricane Katrina, when Congress passed the Post-Katrina 
Emergency Management Reform Act (PKEMRA) and increased funding for building emergency 
management capabilities. In short, FEMA is a much more effective Agency today than we were 
just a few years ago. Our ability to meet our mission this past fiscal year was a direct result of 
the tools that we have been able to put in place with your help and support. 

However, we also know these are difficult economic times that call on us to make difficult 
budgetary choices. We all bear the responsibility for internalizing the challenges presented by an 
austere budget environment, while ensuring we fulfill our responsibilities to the nation. In FY 
2012, we will fulfill our mission by increasing our efficiency and focusing on our core mission 
of ensuring resilience to disasters. While this economic climate requires us to fulfill our mission 
at the same time as wc reduce our spending, the Administration’s proposed FEMA budget is 
reflective of both imperatives. 

II. Overview of FEMA Progress 

FEMA’s mission is to support our citizens and first responders to ensure that as a nation we work 
together to build, sustain, and improve our capability to prepare for, protect against, respond to, 
recover from, and mitigate all hazards. 

In addition to our Washington, D.C. headquarters, FEMA has ten permanent regional offices, 
three permanent area offices, and various temporary disaster-related sites that carry out the 
Agency’s operations throughout the United States and its territories. I would like to begin my 
testimony by presenting a brief overview of the major programs administered by FEMA, and 
providing a sense of what we have done with the resources we have been allocated. 

Response 

PEMA’s Response Directorate, a part of the Office of Response and Recovery, assists states by 
providing and coordinating the core federal response capabilities needed to save and sustain 
lives, minimize suffering, and protect property in communities overwhelmed by the impact of an 
incident. More specifically, the Response Directorate coordinates and integrates federal 
interagency all-hazards disaster planning and response operations; manages emergency response 
teams; and oversees disaster emergency communications programs. 
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FEMA’s response capability has come a long way over the past several years. In 2005, federal 
incident response duties were shared by two groups of teams: the Emergency Response Teams 
(ERTs) and the Federal Incident Response Support Teams (FIRST). Due to cost constraints, 
ERTs were established using staff members who had other primary day-to-day responsibilities in 
FEMA’s headquarters and the regions; and the FlRSTs were comprised of teams located in two 
regions with a small dedicated staff. Moreover, catastrophic planning was conducted primarily 
at FEMA headquarters, since the regions were not adequately staffed with dedicated planners to 
fully perform this function. 

In order to address these inadequacies. FEMA consolidated the responsibilities of the ERT and 
FIRST teams into 13 regional and three national Incident Management Assistance Teams 
(IMATs), rapid response teams staffed with full-time personnel. FEMA has also used funds 
provided by Congress to upgrade technology and develop an all-hazards 24/7 situational 
awareness capability at the National Watch Center in FEMA Headquarters and in all of the 
Regional Watch Centers. The FEMA Operations Center (FOC) has upgraded its alert, warning, 
and notification technology capabilities and tripled the Emergency Notification System (ENS) 
capability. With increased staffing levels, FEMA has integrated the planning efforts conducted 
at the regional and local levels. Finally, FEMA's IMATs, Urban Search and Rescue (US&R) 
teams and Mobile Emergency Response Support (MERS) teams are capable of deploying and 
arriving on scene to provide incident management support and disaster response assistance 
within 12 hours of notification. 

In 2010, FEMA responded to 81 new presidential major disaster declarations and nine new 
presidential emergency declarations, and issued 1 8 fire management assistance declarations. In 
all, the Agency’s efforts provided critical assistance to 41 states, the District of Columbia, and 
two territories, in response to a variety of major disasters, including back-to-back severe winter 
storms and record snowfall, Hurricanes Alex and Earl, Tropical Storms Otto and Tomas, several 
fires in California, an earthquake in Imperial County, California, severe storms and flooding in 
Illinois, and record floods in Tennessee. 

We have also increased our coordination with the private sector on a range of issues that will 
benefit our response effort. We have corporate candidates, nominated by the Retail Industry 
Leaders Association, serving three-month rotations within our National Response Coordination 
Center (NRCC). We have included private sector representatives in our no-notice “thunderboh” 
response and recovery exercises, and we have shared ideas and lessons learned on a wide array 
of technology initiatives, including mobile applications, shared data feeds, and alert warnings 
through smart phones and other devices. Finally, we have dedicated one of our primary working 
groups - chaired by a member of the private sector - in support of National Level Exercise 2001 
(NLE 1 1 ) to engaging the private sector. 

Recovery 

FEMA’s Recovery Directorate administers federal disaster assistance programs that support 
individuals and communities affected by disasters. These programs constitute the majority of 
the resources provided by the federal government to ensure that individuals and communities 
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affected by disasters of all sizes, including catastrophic events and terrorist attacks, receive rapid 
disaster assistance. Aspects of FEMA's Recovery Directorate include: 

• Individual Assistance, which includes housing, crisis counseling, legal services and 
unemployment assistance; 

• Public Assistance, which includes funding for debris removal, emergency protective 
measures, and permanent restoration of infrastructure; 

• Fire Management Assistance, which provides funding for the management and control of 
fires on publicly or privately owned forests or grasslands; 

• Long-term community recovery, also known as Emergency Support Function (ESF) #!4, 
which coordinates the resources of federal departments and agencies to support the long- 
term recovery of states and communities as they work to reduce or eliminate risk from 
future incidents; 

• Mass Care, also known as ESF #6, which coordinates the delivery of federal mass care, 
emergency assistance, housing and human services, when local, tribal, and state response 
and recovery needs exceed their capabilities; and 

• Coordination with a variety of non-governmental organizations. 

Over the past several years, FEM A has overhauled its recovery capability to provide disaster 
assistance more quickly and effectively. For example, in 2005, FEMA had a daily capacity to 
perform 7,000 home inspections that were used to determine which FEMA repair and 
replacement grants a disaster survivor may be eligible to receive. Today, that daily capacity has 
more than doubled. 

In 2005, disaster survivors were required to contact as many as 1 7 separate federal agencies to 
apply for disaster assistance. Today, thanks to funding provided by Congress, FEMA and the 
government as a whole have a centralized channel for disaster survivors to apply for federally 
funded assistance and obtain other critical disaster information from federal, state, tribal and 
local sources: www.DisasterAssistance.gov. FEMA has also established Internet Registration 
and Applicant Intake surge capacity to process up to 200,000 registrations per day during a 
catastrophic event. Moreover, since the identity of nearly all applicants is authenticated at 
registration, FEMA is able to strengthen controls against waste, fraud and abuse. 

FEMA achieved 93.5 percent customer satisfaction from Individual Assistance applicants in 
2010, and www.DisasterAssistance.gov was named on the www.Congress.org list of five best 
government websites. Last year, the capabilities for disaster survivors register for disaster 
assistance extended to smartphones as well. 

Several years ago, FEMA had no nationwide cohesive system to locate and monitor shelters. In 
order to rectify this, FEMA created a standardized, common, and reliable system that can be used 
at all levels of government and by non-governmental organizations to manage shelter facility 
data. 

One of the most important changes we made to the recovery process involved establi.shing two 
Public Assistance review panels in order to break logjams within the Public Assistance appeals 
process. The review panels helped to expedite decisions on pending Public Assistance projects, 
and gave us the opportunity to work closely with applicants to resolve long-standing disputes. 
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Created by Secretary Napolitano in 2009 in order to expedite final eligibility decisions for 
disputed projects, these review panels helped stalled projects move forward. To date, these two 
panels have resolved 173 previously disputed cases. 

We have seen tangible results from the changes we have made to our recovery process. For 
example, on May 14, 2010, only ten days after the President declared the massive flooding in 
Tennessee a major disaster, FEMA had received 30,459 disaster assistance registrations and 
approved more than $87 million in assistance through the Individuals and Households Program. 
Of the $87 million that had been approved, almost 92% has already been disbursed to families. 

As another example, two weeks after the President had declared the 2009 flooding in Georgia a 
major disaster, FEMA had already received nearly 20,000 disaster assistance registrations and 
distributed nearly 12,000 disaster assistance payments, totaling almost $40 million. In fact, 
FEMA issued the first disaster assistance payments the day after the declaration. 

Federal Insurance and Mitigation 

By encouraging and supporting mitigation efforts, FEMA leads the nation in reducing the impact 
of disasters and helping to break the “damage-rebuild-damage” cycle in America’s most 
vulnerable communities. FEMA has the lead role in helping communities increase their 
resilience through risk analysis, reduction, and insurance. One mitigation tool is the Flood 
Hazard Mapping and Risk Analysis Program, which addresses flood hazard data update needs 
and preserves the successful Flood Map Modernization investment. The National Flood 
Insurance Program (NFIP) provides flood insurance on a national basis to owners of properties 
located in vulnerable areas through the federal government, through both a premium revenue and 
fee-generated fund called the National Flood Insurance Fund (NFIF). In FY 2010, the NFIP 
reduced potential flood losses by an estimated $1.6 billion and increased flood insurance policies 
in force by nearly one percent. The Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) program offers an annual 
funding source for qualified mitigation activities that are not dependent upon a declaration of 
disaster by the President. The PDM program has reduced administration costs by $800,000, 
which has made more funds available for grants. Furthermore, Risk Mapping, Assessment, and 
Planning (Risk MAP) is FEMA's program to provide communities with flood information and 
tools they can use to enhance their mitigation plans and better protect their citizens. FEMA 
initiated 600 Risk MAP projects in this past fiscal year, which assisted 3,800 communities by 
addressing the highest priority engineering data needs, including coastal and levee areas. 

Preparedness 

FEMA’s Protection and National Preparedness (PNP) works to ensure that the nation is 
adequately prepared for disasters of all kinds. PNP includes the National Preparedness 
Directorate (NPD), which is responsible for administering the National Training, Measurement, 
and Exercise Programs, funded through the State and Local Programs appropriation. Additional 
preparedness activities are also performed by the Grant Programs Directorate (GPD), which 
manages a grant portfolio that includes the Homeland Security Grant Program, the Port Security 
Grant Program, the Transit Security Grant Program, and the Assistance to Firefighters Grants. 
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PNP strives to achieve a nation prepared through a comprehensive cycle of planning, organizing, 
equipping, training, exercising, evaluating and continuous improvement. 

Furthermore, FEMA, in partnership with the Advertising Council, developed Ready 
(www.ready.gov) as a national public service campaign to educate and empower Americans to 
prepare for and respond to ail emergencies, including natural disasters and potential terrorist 
attacks. The goal of the campaign is to get the public involved and ultimately to increase the 
level of basic preparedness across the nation. 

While we continue to work toward measuring the effectiveness of all FEMA’s investments in the 
nation’s preparedness capability, we are confident that it has grown significantly over the past 
several years as a result of an increase in planning, assessment, analysis, training and exercise 
efforts, as well as a renewed commitment to preparedness fostered at the national, state, local, 
tribal and territorial levels. Since 2005, FEMA has sponsored over 700 national, federal, 
regional, state and local direct support exercises. 

FEMA Regions reviewed and assessed plans from 131 jurisdictions as part of the 2010 
Nationwide Plans Review. This latest report assessed the capability of state and local 
governments to execute an emergency operations plan during a catastrophic incident at 
approximately 79 percent, a nearly 40 percent increase in planning capacity from the 2006 
Nationwide Plans Review. 

To ensure that FEMA is addressing the needs of the whole community in all of its preparedness 
activities, FEMA revised its Comprehensive Preparedness Guide (CPG) 101 to incorporate 
planning considerations for individuals with functional and access needs, individuals with 
limited English proficiency, diverse racial and ethnic populations, children, and household 
pets/service animals. FEMA, in partnership with others in the Department of Homeland 
Security, also established the Voluntary Private Sector Preparedness Accreditation and 
Certification Program, in recognition of the important relationship between resilient businesses 
and the recovery of communities affected by disasters. 

In 2010, FEMA trained more than two million homeland security and emergency management 
officials and first responders: conducted more than 250 federal, state, and local exercises; and 
provided 120 technical assistance deliveries for fusion centers, planning, and critical 
infrastructure/key resources. FEMA also conducted National Level Exercise 2010 to evaluate 
federal, state, and local partners’ emergency preparedness and coordination capabilities in 
response to an improvised nuclear device detonation. 

Exemplifying the value of these efforts, the state of Tennessee established a comprehensive 
exercise program through a partnership between the Office of Homeland Security, Public Health, 
and the Tennessee Emergency Management Agency. It has successfully combined grant funding 
from homeland security and public health grants for this integrated exercise program, More than 
60 exercises have been conducted to date. Partnerships, relationships and planning developed 
during the comprehensive exercise program have enhanced our ability to respond as multi- 
jurisdictional teams to natural disasters, which came into play when Tennessee experienced 
multiple disasters during the spring and summer of 2010, 
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Logistics 

FEMA’s Logistics Management Directorate (LM) is FEMA’s major program office responsible 
for the policy, guidance, standards, execution and governance of logistics support, services and 
operations. Its mission is to provide an efficient, transparent and flexible logistics capability for 
the procurement and delivery of goods and services to ensure an effective and timely response to 
disasters. 

In 2005, logistics was a branch function within the Response Division, with limited funding for 
personnel and assets. At the time, the Logistics Branch had 28 Permanent Full-Time Employees, 
and most of its workforce consisted of temporary employees with little or no training. In 
addition, the FEMA Logistics Branch did not possess a self-assessment tool to assist states in 
evaluating their logistics and operational capabilities. 

LM was elevated from a branch to directorate-level in April 2007, and now has a robust 
capability that is flexible and adaptable to meet unpredictable demands of all-hazards support. 
LM has made significant progress in permanent staffing, increasing the percentage of full-time 
employees by over ten percent last fiscal year. 

Some examples of FEMA’s 2010 logistics accomplishments include the following: 

• FEMA was able to fulfill more than 97.5 percent of orders for life-sustaining 
commodities (including meals, water, tarps, cots, blankets, etc.) within the timeframe 
requested. During the first quarter of 201 1, FEMA Logistics has reached a 100 percent 
on-time delivery rate; 

• LM and GSA announced the opening of a new fully automated, state of the art 
Distribution Center in Atlanta, Georgia; and 

• LM developed a Logistics Capability Assessment Tool (LCAT) for use by states to 
improve readiness, increase response capacity, and maximize the management and 
impact of homeland security resources. LM has trained all 1 0 Regions on LCAT, 
conducted briefings for 41 states and territories, and facilitated 19 LCAT workshop 
sessions with states and territories. 

During the recent 201 1 Mid-West/East Coast Winter Storm, FEMA’s Logistics team supported 
the Regions and states by deploying essential supplies (i.e., generators, meals, water, cots, 
blankets and infant/toddlcr kits) to pre-designated locations prior to the storm’s impact. The 
initial supply requirements were received, promptly filled, and ready for issuance to state and 
local governments by the required delivery date. As the storm moved towards the Northeast, the 
Logistics teams worked closely with the Regions and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to 
redirect generators to meet the changing needs. 

As a result of the FEMA logistics improvements that supported these and other efforts, a July 
2010 Department of Homeland Security Office of Inspector General (OIG) report concluded that 
FEMA “has made great strides to improve its logistics capability . . . [GJiven these recent 
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initiatives, FEMA is better prepared now than at any previous time for dealing with a 
catastrophic disaster.”' 

Mission Support 

FEMA’s Mission Support Bureau integrates FEMA’s business operations and support services 
within a single oversight structure, and is responsible for providing the support, tools, and 
resources needed to build, sustain and improve our capabilities. The major Bureau areas of 
responsibility are human capital, information technology, procurement, security, facilities 
management, health, safety, and records management. 

Recognizing that our success as an Agency depends upon a trained and talented workforce, 1 
made hiring a priority when I came to FEMA. When I began here in FY 2009, FEMA’s staffing 
fill rate was at 79 percent. Today, the Agency is at a 93 percent fill rate, and includes the 
redirection of positions to our ten FEMA Regions as a part of our Regional re-empowerment 
effort to facilitate emergency preparedness, coordination, and planning at the local level. 

Also in 2009, I began a project to improve FEMA’s work environment for current and future 
employees, an effort that has since come to be known as the FEMA Workforce Enhancement 
Initiative. This collaborative initiative has brought together employees from all levels of the 
Agency in workgroups to develop and implement more efficient and meaningful ways to 
improve FEMA’s workforce. The areas of focus included recruitment, hiring, retention, 
performance management, career progression structure, and developmental initiatives and 
opportunities for employees. 

FEMA recognizes that every employee is an emergency manager, and should be ready for 
deployment if needed. To that end, in early 2010, FEMA transferred the efforts of the 
credentialing system started by the Disaster Workforce Division to the Deputy Administrator for 
Protection and National Preparedness, resulting in a National Credentialing Program that focused 
on a government-wide and holistic approach to disaster surge staffing. The National 
Credentialing Program coordinates activities, develops policies, and recommends guidance and 
standards for credentialing all FEMA personnel and state, tribal and local officials who require 
access to disaster areas or FEMA facilities during an emergency. This program will also ensure 
unity of effort in line with the National Response Framework. 

As a result of these and other efforts, FEMA is continuing to build the nation’s emergency 
management team with our partners at all levels, and forging a more effective support 
infrastructure. 


III. FEMA’s FY 2012 Budget Request 

As the President made clear in his State of the Union address, the current budget climate requires 
us to take a hard look at our Agency and make tough decisions on how to spend limited taxpayer 


' Department of Homeland Security Office of Inspector General, “FEMA’s Logistics Management Process for 
Responding to Catastrophic Disasters,” OiG-IO-101 (July 2010). 
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funds. The Administration’s proposed budget provides FEMA with the funds to fulfill its 
mission of ensuring domestic resilience to disasters while reducing spending in several areas 
through efficiencies and innovative thinking. 1 would like to take the opportunity to provide a 
brief overview of the proposed FEMA budget for FY 2012. 

State and Local Programs 

Through the State and Local Programs (SLP), FEMA helps state and local governments prevent, 
protect against, respond to, and recover from incidents of terrorism and other catastrophic events. 
This program provides for grants, training, exercises, and other support to assist federal agencies, 
states, territories, and tribal and local jurisdictions. 

The President’s proposed budget for FY 2012 would sustain federal funding of more than $3.84 
billion for state and local preparedness grants, highlighting the Department’s commitment to 
getting resources into the hands of state and local first responders who are often best positioned 
to detect and respond to terrorism, natural disasters, and other threats. Even in this difficult 
budget environment, the Administration recognizes the importance of maintaining funding for 
state and local governments as they prepare for major disasters and emergencies of all kinds. 

The Agency requests $1 billion for State Homeland Security Grant Programs (SHSGP) and $50 
million for Operation Stonegarden (OPSG), and requests $13 million in FY 2012 resources 
towards the Citizen Corps Program (CCP). SHSGP continues to provide funding for grant 
recipients to build capabilities to protect and prepare state and local governments to respond to 
acts of terrorism, large-scale disasters, and public health emergencies. OPSG continues to 
enhance and coordinate joint mission border protection priorities and activities across federal, 
state, and local law enforcement agencies and tribal governments. CCP activities help support 
local community resilience goals and strategies, including; outreach and education on personal 
preparedness; integration of nongovernmental assets and personnel in preparedness and response 
protocols; improved plans for emergency notifications, evacuation, and sheltering; and increased 
citizen participation in community safety. CCP strengthens the Department’s activities with 
more than 2,300 Citizen Corps Councils in jurisdictions covering 78 percent of the U.S. 
population and operating in all 50 states and six U.S. territories. 

FEMA requests $191 .663 million for the Training, Measurement, and Exercise Program for FY 
201 2. FEMA will apply efficiencies and eliminate redundant activities identified through 
working with state and local governments. 

Finally, FEMA requests $1 .57 billion for the Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) Preparedness 
Program in FY2012. The Agency will continue to focus MSA Preparedness Program grant 
resources on activities supporting the Department’s highest prioritized mission, “Preventing 
Terrorism and Enhancing Security.” Included in the MSA Preparedness Program is the Urban 
Areas Security Initiative (UASI). The FY 2012 budget request directs additional resources to 
UASI, which provides funding to support regional collaboration on enhanced security and 
terrorism readiness in the nation’s highest-risk urban areas. UASI grant requests continue to 
fund prevention, protection, response, recovery initiatives and capabilities directed at threats or 
acts of terrorism. 
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!n order to maximize the ability of state decision-makers to set priorities and to reduce 
administrative barriers to grants, the Administration’s budget request, like the 201 1 request, 
proposes to consolidate a number of individual grant programs (including grants for Driver’s 
License Security/Real ID, Interoperable Emergency Communications, and Buses) and make 
them part of the broader grant programs such as UASl and State Homeland Security grants. This 
consolidation will increase overall funding for UASl and State Homeland Security grants while 
reducing the number of separate grant programs, which ultimately decreases the number of 
applications a state will need to submit. 

The Administration’s budget request also proposes to consolidate the Emergency Management 
Performance Grants and the Assistance to Firefighter Grant Programs into the SLP. These two 
grant programs are discussed below. 

Emergency Management Performance Grants 

Emergency Management Performance Grants (EMPGs) are formula grants provided to assist 
state and local governments to sustain and enhance the effectiveness of their emergency 
management programs. The proposed FY 2012 EMPG program provides $350 million to 
continue assisting state and local jurisdictions in improving their overall emergency management 
systems. EMPG grant recipients establish, expand, and maintain effective partnerships with 
neighboring jurisdictions to develop emergency management plans, conduct training and 
exercises, and procure necessary resources to assist in the event of any catastrophic emergency. 
Under this proposed budget, EMPG grants continue to be distributed on a formula basis. 

Assistance to Firefighter Grant Programs 

This program is comprised of Assistance to Firefighter Grants (AFG), Staffing for Adequate Fire 
and Emergency Response (SAFER) Grants, and Fire Prevention and Safety Grants (FP&S). The 
combination provides support to fire departments and non-affiliated emergency medical services 
(EMS) to improve the readiness and capability of local first-responders during all-hazards 
emergencies, including firefighting and EMS operations. 

AFG awards grants directly to fire departments and non-affiliated EMS organizations throughout 
the United States to support one-year projects that improve the effectiveness and safety of the 
nation’s first responders in homeland security, firefighting, and EMS operations. Under its 
authorizing legislation, AFG must also expend a minimum of five percent of appropriated funds 
under FP&S for fire prevention activities. SAFER grants provide funding directly to fire 
departments in order to help them increase the number of trained “front line’’ firefighters 
available in their communities. The goal of SAFER is to enhance the local fire departments' 
abilities to comply with staffing, response and operational standards. 

The FY 2012 request includes $670 million for these programs. Included in this amount are 
$420 million for SAFER Grants to rehire laid off firefighters and retain veteran first responders - 
totaling 2,300 firefighter positions - and $250 million for AFG and FP&S, in order to fund 
equipment, training, vehicles, and related materials. The amount requested for SAFER in FY 
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2012 reflects the reality that effective fire safety programs require both equipment and personnel. 
While the $5 billion we have provided over the past several years through AFG has furnished 
fire departments with equipment, vehicles and other necessities, we must ensure that states and 
localities have the necessary personnel to perform the task at hand. This means rehiring laid-off 
firefighters, increasing fire department staffing to be consistent with nationally recognized 
consensus standards, supporting veteran first responders, and providing our state and local 
partners with the tools they need to keep our country safe. 

Management & Administration 

The Management and Administration (M&A) appropriation provides core mission funding for 
the development and maintenance of an integrated, nationwide capability to prepare for, mitigate 
against, respond to, and recover from the consequences of major disasters and emergencies. 

M&A supports core operations for all FEMA organizations, providing resources for mission 
activities and administrative support. M&A resources are directed to both regional and 
headquarters operations. 

The FY 2012 President’s budget request of $815,099 million for the M&A appropriation reflects 
FEMA's priority to manage resources more effectively across the federal government while 
ensuring the nation’s resilience from disasters. The Agency has reexamined its current allocation 
of resources among existing programs to focus on those programs that have the most significant 
impact on the Agency’s ability to fulfill its emergency management mission. Moreover, FEMA 
will focus on streamlining current business processes and harnessing the use of innovative 
technologies. 

FEMA will continue to look at ways to adjust our organization and unify enterprise activities to 
ensure that resources are adequately utilized and allocated across components. Additionally, as 
we move forward, our goal is to complete program evaluations to identify duplicative activities 
and services within our components and reallocate those resources to needed areas. 

Flood Insurance and Mitigation 

FEMA’s Federal Insurance and Mitigation Administration (FIMA) implements a variety of 
programs authorized by Congress that help mitigate the impact of disaster by breaking the cycle 
of disaster damage, reconstruction, and repeated damage. Mitigation is achieved through three 
critical components - analyzing risk, reducing risk, and insuring for risk. 

FEMA requests $102.7 million in FY 2012 for the Flood Hazard Mapping and Risk Analysis 
Program. These appropriations come through the Flood Hazard Mapping and Risk Analysis and 
the NFIF discretionary accounts, and arc used to analyze and produce flood hazard and flood risk 
data and map products to communicate flood hazard risk and related technical services. With FY 
2012 funding, FEMA will focus on reviewing and updating flood hazard data and maps to 
accurately reflect flood hazards for the areas with the highest flood risk and greatest update need. 

Funding for the National Flood Insurance Program is derived from two primary sources. 
Mandatory flood insurance premiums are used to pay out claims and to provide funding to 
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support the operating and administrative costs associated with maintaining the program, as well 
as three grant programs that reduce future flood claims. FEMA estimates mandatory premium 
collections of $3,103 billion in FY 2012. This is an increase of $37.2 million over the estimate 
for FY 201 1 and is due to policy rate increases. Also, the discretionary policy fee income is paid 
by flood insurance policy holders in order to support the cost of administering the NFIP, which 
includes floodplain management, flood mapping, flood-related grants, and NFIP management. 
For FY 2012, FEMA projects fee collections of $171.0 million, an increase of $2.0 million from 
FY 2011. 

FEMA requests $84.9 million in FY 2012 for the PDM grant program. Funding will be used to: 
fund projects and plans through a competitive process; support the national grant competition; 
support salaries and operating expenses; and fund program support and the technical assistance 
contracts used for the preparation, review, and processing of PDM grants. In addition, the PDM 
program will continue to reduce administrative costs to ensure that more of those funds are 
obligated to state, local and tribal governments to reduce risk. 

Emergency Food and Shelter 

The FY 2012 request of $100 million for the Emergency Food and Shelter Program (EFSP) will 
allow FEMA to continue to supplement nonprofit and governmental organization emergency 
food and shelter programs by contributing an estimated 46.5 million meals, 3.1 million nights of 
lodging, 74,700 rent or mortgage payments, and 1 55,400 utility bill payments. 

It is important to note that EFSP is not a disaster program and is not designed to serve disaster 
survivors. Rather, the program is designed to serve the public on an ongoing basis to assist in the 
fight against hunger and homelessness by supplementing the funding of qualified local service 
delivery agencies. 

Disaster Relief Fund 

Pursuant to the Stafford Act, the Disaster Relief Fund (DRF) provides a no-year base against 
which FEMA can direct, coordinate, manage, and fund eligible response and recovery efforts 
associated with domestic major disasters and emergencies. Through the DRF, FEMA can fund 
authorized federal disaster support activities as well as eligible state, territorial, tribal, and local 
actions, such as providing emergency protection and debris removal. The DRF also funds: 

• Repair and reconstruction of eligible disaster-damaged infrastructure; 

• Hazard mitigation initiatives; 

• Financial assistance to eligible disaster survivors; and 

• Fire Management Assistance Grants. 

FEMA requests $1.8 billion for the DRF in Fiscal Year FY 2012. FEMA is taking aggressive 
action to maximize the balance of the DRF. including identifying excess funds previously 
obligated for past disasters and returning them to the DRF. In FY 2010, FEMA recovered over 
$2.62 billion from prior year obligations to replenish the DRF, 
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Coupled with prior year recoveries and carryover funds, the DRF is projected to support the five- 
year average obligation level for non-catasfrophic disaster activity (excluding extraordinary 
events, such as the series of 2004 hurricanes in Florida, Hurricanes Katrina and Rita in 2005, the 
California Wildfires of 2007, and Hurricanes Gustav and Ike in 2008). 


IV. Implementing Productivity and Efficiency Tools 

FEMA’s budget request for FY 2012 strikes the appropriate balance between allowing us to 
fulfill our core mission of ensuring resilience to disasters, while also becoming more efficient 
and nimble in our efforts. However, a focus on efficiency is important to us not only in 
constrained fiscal times; rather, it is always an essential element of our ability to succeed. The 
unpredictable and exigent nature of emergency management requires us to provide fast and 
effective service to communities who need it, often on extremely short notice. In short, 
efficiency is always key to operational effectiveness. For that reason, we have begun 
implementing efficiency measures that include common-sense cost-cutting tools and outcome- 
based strategic planning, as well as leveraging our stakeholders as force multipliers throughout 
all aspects of the emergency management team. 

Good Stewardship of Taxpayer Dollars 

While we at FEMA work to ensure resilience to disasters, we also bear the responsibility for 
demonstrating good stewardship over taxpayer dollars. This means minimizing and eliminating 
waste, fraud and abuse of our programs and policies, and implementing common-sense measures 
to cut down on costs wherever possible. 

Since its inception in 2006 through the end of 2010, FEMA’s Fraud Branch has investigated 
nearly 3,200 disaster fraud complaints and referred more than 2.400 fraud cases to the DHS 
Office of the Inspector General (OIG) for criminal investigative review and/or prosecution. The 
FEMA Fraud Branch has also prevented $5.5 million in disaster payments from being 
improperly disbursed. Finally, physical security initiatives netted FFiMA approximately $23.5 
million in funds de-obligated back to the Agency. 

PKEMRA created several provisions in order to prevent waste, fraud and abuse in the 
contracting and relief aid processes. To this end, FEMA implemented new software in 2007 that 
communicates real-time data to caseworkers in order to prevent duplicate housing payments. 
FEMA also implemented checks in the National Emergency Management Information System 
that. trigger additional review for “high risk” recipients before assistance is delivered, in order to 
prevent potential fraud. These actions allow FEMA to balance the need to quickly provide 
disaster aid to victims with our responsibility to be good stewards of the DRF. 

Moreover, FEMA continues to realize significant savings through technological and human 
capital efficiencies. As an example, FEMA returned $1.99 billion to the DRF through a focused 
effort to identify unused funding on disaster contracts. We also realized $7.8 million in savings 
in wireless telecommunications by shutting down unused lines of service. Wherever possible. 
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we will continue to undertake cost-cutting measures that will allow us to maximize the use of 
limited funding. 

Strategic Planning and Organization 

While FEMA continues to implement cost-cutting measures in all aspects of our work, we must 
also look at our larger organization to be sure we are as nimble and efficient as we can be. 

FEMA has undertaken several initiatives in that regard. 

On October I, 2009, the Response, Recovery, Federal Coordinating Officer Program, and the 
Logistics Management Directorate were combined under a new Office of Response and 
Recovery to more closely align the organizational structure with FEMA’s operational mission. 
This reorganization has enhanced FEMA’s ability to perform its mission of coordinating and 
providing an immediate federal disaster response and recovery capability with state, local and 
tribal partners in anticipation of, or immediately following, a major disaster. 

In February 2010, as part of a broader headquarters realignment, the Disaster Reserve Workforce 
and Human Capital Divisions of FEMA were integrated into the new Office of the Chief 
Component Human Capital Officer (OCCHCO). As a result, the Disaster Workforce Division 
now oversees the readiness and deployment functions for the entire disaster workforce of full- 
time and reserve employees. Additionally, a critical mass of staffing in the budget, policy, and 
system areas are able to provide more effective services to both the institutional and deployable 
workforces. 

In addition to organizational re-alignment, we also value the importance of outcome-based 
strategic planning as a tool that will allow us to ensure our activities align with FEMA’s strategic 
objectives. With that goal in mind, earlier this year we began implementing FEMAStat, a 
management process to facilitate the conduct of systematic discussions about the performance of 
FEMA’s Offices, Directorates and Regions. The purpose of FEMAStat is to frame productive 
discussion and analysis that advances FEMA’s performance. We have already conducted several 
meetings and are confident in FEMAStat’s ability to help us identify additional performance 
deficits and close those gaps to make us a stronger and more resilient Agency. 

We are also currently in the process ofestablishing an Innovation Council, pursuant to Initiative 
Four of FEMA’s Strategic Plan for Fiscal years 201 1-2014. The purpose of the Council is to 
help foster a culture of innovation and creativity within FEMA, Based on a successful program 
created by the U.S. Coast Guard, the Innovation Council will bring new ideas to FEMA 
leadership and achieve implementation. 

Whole Community 

Perhaps the most important initiative we must undertake, regardless of the budget environment, 
is to recognize our efforts are part of an interconnected plan of action. This “Whole 
Community” approach to emergency management provides the appropriate framework for 
leveraging the expertise and resources of our stakeholders at all levels, both governmental and 
non-governmental. 
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FEMA continues to play an integral role as part of the emergency management community. 
However, we know that we cannot and should not do it alone. “Whole Community” requires a 
team approach. We know the capabilities of federal agencies, which can be leveraged in the 
event of a disaster to provide a robust federal response. We know of the importance of effective 
coordination with state, local, and tribal governments, who provide direct, on the ground 
experience and who usually have initial and primary responsibility for disaster response. We 
know that non-govemmental organizations - like faith-based and non-profit groups - and private 
sector entities possess knowledge, assets and services that government simply cannot provide. 

An effective disaster response involves tapping into all of these resources. 

Finally, and most importantly, we know of the great capacity of individuals to care for their 
families, friends, neighbors and fellow community members, making our citizens force 
multipliers rather than liabilities. Together, we make up the whole community, and we all have 
an important role to play. We must engage all of our societal capacity, both within and beyond 
FEMA, to work together as a team. Through engaging the “Whole Community,” we maximize 
our limited funding and leverage the capabilities of our partners, who play a critical role in the 
process. 

A “Whole Community” approach is a valuable efficiency and cost-saving tool; yet more 
importantly, it is critical to our collective effectiveness to succeed in preparing for, protecting 
against, responding to, recovering from, and mitigating all hazards. 


V. Conclusion 

Over the past several years, FEMA has undergone a major overhaul, thanks in large part to the 
significant resources provided to us by Congress. This year, we find ourselves in a budgetary 
climate that requires us to become more efficient in our efforts while maintaining focus on our 
core mission, and we must make difficult choices in the process. 

As 1 mentioned earlier, the Administration’s proposed budget provides FEMA with the funds to 
fulfill its mi.ssion of ensuring domestic resilience to disasters, while reducing spending in several 
areas through efficiencies and innovative thinking. Please be assured that we will continue to 
fulfill our most important mission of supporting our citizens and first responders to ensure that as 
a nation we work together to build, sustain, and improve our capability to prepare for, protect 
against, respond to, recover from, and mitigate all hazards. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the proposed FEMA 
budget for FY 2012. 1 am happy to answer any questions the Subcommittee may have. 
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William Craig Fugate 

Administrator of the Federal Emergency Management Agency 

W. Craig Fugate was appointed by President Barack Obama and 
was confirmed by the U.S. Senate on May 1 3, 2009 to serve as 
the Administrator of the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA). On May 18, 2009 Administrator Fugate 
reported to FEMA bringing with him a wealth of leadership 
experience to the emergency management community. 

Prior to coming to FEMA, Mr. Fugate served as Director of the 
Florida Division of Emergency Management (FDEM). In that 
role since 2001 , he managed 1 38 full-time staff and a budget of 
$745 million. His agency coordinated disaster response, 
recovery, preparedness and mitigation efforts with each of the 
state's 67 counties and local governments. 

Mr. Fugate began his emergency management career as a volunteer firefighter, Emergency 
Paramedic, and finally as a Lieutenant with the Alachua County Fire Rescue. Eventually, he 
moved from exclusive fire rescue operations to serving as the Emergency Manager for Alachua 
County in Gainesville, Florida. He spent a decade in that role until May 1997 when he was 
appointed Bureau Chief for Preparedness and Response for FDEM. 

Within FDEM, Mr. Fugate's role as Chief of the State Emergency Response Team (SERT) kept 
him busy during 1998. That year, the SERT team was active for more than 200 days as a result 
of numerous floods, tornadoes, wildfires, and Hurricane Georges. 

In September 2003, again under Mr. Fugate's stewardship, the Florida Emergency Management 
Program became the first statewide emergency management program in the nation to receive full 
accreditation from the Emergency Management Accreditation Program (EMAP). 

During his years at FDEM, Mr. Fugate served as the State Coordinating Officer in Florida for 1 1 
Presidentially-declared disasters and the management of $4.5 billion in federal disaster 
assistance. 

In 2004, Mr. Fugate managed the largest federal disaster response in Florida hi.story as four 
major hurricanes impacted the state in quick succession (Charley, Frances, Ivan and Jearme). In 
2005, Florida was again impacted by major disasters when three more hurricanes made landfall 
in the state (Dermis, Katrina and Wilma). The impact from Hurricane Katrina was felt more 
strongly in the Gulf Coast states to the west but under the Emergency Management Assistance 
Compact or EMAC, Florida launched the largest mutual aid response in its history in support of 
those states. 

Mr. Fugate and his wife Sheree hail from Gainesville. Florida. 
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DISASTER RELIEF FUND 

Mr. Aderholt. I think, as you see from past hearings, that hav- 
ing the Members ask you questions directly about some of these 
issues, I think, will be most helpful. 

I think one of the things that I had alluded to in my opening re- 
marks and that I think is certainly something that is of great con- 
cern to the subcommittee — and we have had these conversations 
before, but let me just get right to the point. You are running a 
substantial shortfall in the DRF that has not been addressed for 
the remainder of this year or in the budget for fiscal year 2012. 
The bottom line is the fiscal year 2012 budget and your fiscal year 
2012 requests do not support the sizable disaster relief cost for the 
rest of the year or the next. The subcommittee needs to know the 
plan. How will you complete the year when you are already clearly 
short of the required funding for fiscal year 2011 by an estimated 
of $1.5 billion? 

Mr. Fugate. Mr. Chairman, the Disaster Relief Fund (DRF) and 
the history of how we fund that, this Nation, has been debated and 
discussed numerous times, and so I am going to present what I 
think is the philosophical approach that we have taken. 

I understand the issues you are raising. I will start with fiscal 
year 2011. We currently have a little over $1 billion in the Disaster 
Relief Fund. We consider that once we go below $1 billion, that we 
need to implement an immediate needs funding, which would limit 
funding to only those emergency actions in response and individual 
assistance, and would no longer support permanent work or mitiga- 
tion projects from previous disasters. 

That also is contingent upon another issue that this committee 
and others have raised in the number of open disasters and funds 
that have been obligated in those previous disasters but were not 
drawn down. Last year we looked at open missions to Federal 
agencies and began closing out those disaster missions. That re- 
turned a little more than $2 billion back into the Disaster Relief 
Fund. 

Mr. Aderholt. Two billion dollars. 

Mr. Fugate. Yes, sir. 

This year we are looking at those disaster funds to State and 
local governments where the projects have been completed, but in 
the initial allocation they did not require all of the funds. Those 
balances have to be closed out, and in doing so would return back 
to DRF. We were projecting, as we started this process this year, 
about $120 million to $125 million per month. Last month we were 
able to close out and return $240 million back to DRF. 

Now, again, this is work that is already completed. We are not 
taking money away from State and local governments. What hap- 
pens many times is when we do a project, the project may be ap- 
proved for, let’s say, a debris mission of $100 million. When the ac- 
tual work is done, all the bills are paid, it may only have been $80 
million, but as long as that obligation is there, that $20 million 
that could have been returned is not available to DRF because it 
is considered obligated. So as we go through that process and 
deobligate those funds, they go back into the DRF. 
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And so this process this year is focused on those open disasters 
with State and local governments where the work has heen done. 
This is not an appeal. This is not stopping projects. This is taking 
work that is already completed and determining if all the funds al- 
located were expended, and, if not, putting those dollars made 
available back into the DRF. 

So that process this year, again it is a little bit early to get an 
estimate, but we are looking at — again, I don’t know if we are 
going to have last year’s numbers, but there are substantial open 
disasters where the funds have not been drawn down, the work has 
been done, and we are looking to free those dollars up to go into 
the DRF. So, therefore, our best estimates still look at — if we get 
the 2011 request for the DRF, it would be a May -June time frame 
before we would reach immediate needs funding, but the unknown 
is how successful we are going to be in closing out disasters, and 
will that move that further into the year and reduce any additional 
amounts that may be required. So that is for this fiscal year. 

As to the 2012 budget request, I think this is where it is a ques- 
tion of when these disasters occur and the initial appropriations 
are given, how do you fund the outyears? And let’s take Katrina, 
one of our largest disasters. The majority of those funds were not 
going to be expended in the first emergency supplementals. It re- 
quires literally years to rebuild. And I guess the question is: Do 
you place that into your baseline budget because this is a very 
large disaster that is going to take multiple years to pay out, or 
do you look at your averages, budget for that, and then look at the 
supplemental process for these extraordinary costs moving through 
the budget? 

I think this is a philosophical issue. This is not something that 
this administration has started with; this has been something that 
has been done in previous administrations, and in the outstanding 
large-scale disasters, supplementals were requested to pay for 
those large projects as they came through the system. 

Whether or not you can project accurately that number is an- 
other issue. From my experience as a State director in trying to do 
that within State, because you are dependent upon State and local 
construction projects, bids, everything that goes into that project, 
it is somewhat difficult to have a fixed number, and in many cases 
as a State director, we were asking for appropriations and author- 
ity that may not be actually drawn down that year because the 
projects did not come on line during that time frame. 

So it is, to me, again, how do we approach the large-scale disas- 
ters that are moving through the system that are multiyears but 
are not expected to be there 5, 6, 7 years out, and are going to be 
a bubble moving through the budget process against the top line 
of the total appropriations? And I think this is a philosophical 
question, Mr. Chairman: How do you budget that? Do you put that 
in your top-line budget and go, if this is my top-line budget, I am 
going to take that $5 to $6 billion that are moving through on 
those disasters and now make that my top line, or do I look at my 
top line on a recurring average and then place that on top? And 
again, I think it is philosophical as to how to best to do that, but 
this has been the way that this administration and the previous 
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administration had addressed the DRF for those costs above the 
annual request for the appropriation. 

Mr. Aderholt. Let me just ask you straight up: Would you agree 
that there is $3 billion stated for fiscal year 2012 already, though; 
do we know that? 

Mr. Fugate. The exact number, Mr. Chairman, I would have to 
ask staff to look at what we project for recoveries. We also were 
budgeting into that what we were going to estimate for recoveries. 
So I can’t say that is not the number; I would just say I don’t know. 

[The information follows:] 

Mr. Aderholt. Let me just ask you straight up: Would you awee that there is 
$3 billion stated for fiscal year 2012 already, though; do we know that? 

Mr. Fugate. The exact number, Mr. Chairman, I would have to ask staff to look 
at what we project for recoveries. We also were budgeting into that what we were 
going to estimate for recoveries. So I can’t say that is not the number; I would just 
say that I don’t know. 

Response. The $3 billion figure represents a rough estimate of the catastrophic 
need for FY 2012. The estimate is based on a projection of annual total recoveries 
of $1.5 billion, project completion times that may fluctuate greatly, and an assump- 
tion that there will be no additional occurrences of catastrophic events. While the 
Administration continues to work on improving its DRF estimation capabilities, the 
variation inherent in the projection should be an accompanying caveat for any DRF 
figure. 

Mr. Aderholt. But it very likely is? 

Mr. Fugate. Yes, sir. I just don’t know what recovery amount 
was built into that, if that was on that number, or would that go 
against it? 

Mr. Aderholt. And this would be for a catastrophic? 

Mr. Fugate. Yes. These would be for those outstanding large- 
scale disasters that are still working through the system. 

Mr. Aderholt. Let’s talk about the 5-year average. Could you 
explain how you budgeted to the 5-year average in fiscal year 2012, 
which is $4.6 billion, even though you requested $1.8 billion? 

Mr. Fugate. Well, again, we look at trend data for those disas- 
ters, not catastrophic. And this number, again, is one that would 
go through the budget process trying to get to what that reoccur- 
ring average is. And that is a number that I think is, again, at the 
center of debate of how much that trend is going up, or how many 
catastrophic disasters are being built in that base. 

Mr. Aderholt. How much of this shortfall can be offset with re- 
covered unobligated funding beyond the $900 million already in- 
cluded in the budget request? 

Mr. Fugate. Again, I have always been reluctant, Mr. Chairman, 
to talk about a number until we get in there, because there is a 
lot of unknowns. We think that it is over $1 billion, but we are not 
sure what that recovery looks like or the pace of that recovery. As 
we get more information this summer as we are doing this — again, 
last month we were only projecting about $120 million; we actually 
hit $240 million. 

Some of these projects are very large. If you close out one or two 
projects, you can get a very substantial number. Others have not 
that big of a number. So as we do it, it is not something that is 
easy to project until we actually have some time doing it, and see- 
ing what those trends look like, and seeing what we are finding in 
these recoveries. And, Mr. Chairman, as soon as we get that kind 
of trend data, we see that pattern and get a better sense of that. 
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we will provide it to the committee; but as it is now, starting that 
process, we doubled what we thought we were going to get this 
year. We saw a similar trend last year where we actually were re- 
covering much more early on than we thought we were, and that 
tended to push out the requirements for additional funds. 

Mr. Aderholt. I may have some follow-up in a minute, but let 
me go to Mr. Price. 

grants: staffing for adequate fire and emergency response 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Administrator, I would like to lead off with a question about the 
fire grants and then move on to flood hazard mapping, either now 
or in the next round of questions. 

As you know, we continue to debate the appropriate level of 
funding for the SAFER program and for the fire grants. Fortu- 
nately on the House floor we are able to reverse the cuts that had 
been proposed in H.R. 1 and to restore full funding for both the 
SAFER program, the personnel program, and for the firefighter as- 
sistance grants. And your 2012 budget proposes $670 million over- 
all for firefighter assistance grants, including full funding of $420 
million for SAFER, but the fire grant equipment program is being 
reduced, which I, for one, will want to examine skeptically. You 
may want to say something about that. 

But I want to ask you a prior question about the personnel side 
of this. We understand that at a time of economic downturn, the 
personnel program performs a broader function than the SAFER 
grants normally do. In other words, it often is needed to restore 
personnel, to prevent layoffs, to help communities deal with eco- 
nomic diversity, hopefully to avoid layoffs in the first place. So 
along with the need for adequate funding comes a need for flexible 
rules, and in particular for a waiver of the cost-sharing and local 
matching provisions, and also a waiver of the requirement that 
these be new additional personnel. 

So we, of course, are hopeful about our economic recovery as we 
chart our way back to full economic health, but we know that local 
public safety budgets are not recovered, and that there is a good 
deal of unevenness around the country in the health of those budg- 
ets. 

Now, your testimony states that the fiscal 2012 request includes 
$670 million for firefighter assistance grant programs. Included in 
this amount are $420 million for SAFER grants to rehire laid-off 
firefighters and retain veteran first responders, totaling 2,300 fire- 
fighter positions. You do need a waiver to use SAFER funds to re- 
tain firefighters, and I want to ask you about an apparent omis- 
sion, maybe an inadvertent omission, that this waiver isn’t in- 
cluded in the 2012 budget. So the question is quite straightforward: 
Do you support the continuation of waivers to retain firefighters? 
And in your opinion, have the waivers been successful in stemming 
the tide of potential firefighters layoffs? 

Mr. Fugate. The first question, yes, sir. The second question, 
based upon the available funds, yes, sir, there have been those that 
have been rehired or those that we prevented the layoffs from. And 
in many cases, there has been more demand for the funds than the 
availability of those dollars. 
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So the first question is yes. The second question, sir, is yes. 

GRANTS: ASSISTANCE TO FIREFIGHTERS 

Mr. Price. Yes, that is certainly my impression as well. When we 
were having the debate on the House floor over H.R. 1, at that 
point a number of firefighters from around the country made their 
way to Washington. They did a real service, I think, in doing that 
and in bearing witness to the difference these funds had made as 
their departments attempted to retain their full strength in terms 
of personnel. 

Will you say a word about the budget proposal with respect to 
the fire grants as compared to the personnel program, what kind 
of rationale underlies that request? 

Mr. Fugate. Yes, sir. Given the issues of looking at where we 
could make reductions and target those reductions, we felt in the 
current budget climate that we should continue to level funding for 
firefighter personnel, and that if we were going to have to look at 
a reduction, we would take it in the equipment support. We real- 
ized that neither — these options are not necessarily things people 
want to see, but because of the reality of the budget and the re- 
quest to reduce our funding, we made the strategic decision for the 
positions themselves versus the equipment and other programs eli- 
gible under the AFG grants. 

Mr. Price. So that the decision is a function of the budget pres- 
sures you are experiencing and perceiving, not a reduced demand 
or any judgments necessarily about the program itself? 

Mr. Fugate. No, sir. I think this, again, comes back to we don’t 
have unlimited resources. We generally see far more grant requests 
than we have funds. That is just a reality of what we are doing. 
But in looking at where we are going to make reductions and make 
those recommended reductions to Congress, we felt that reducing 
the grant programs for the equipment and other programs that are 
eligible was preferable than reducing the funding for the actual 
firefighters themselves, sir. 

Mr. Price. All right. I will wait on the next round for the map- 
ping because I do want to get into that. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Crenshaw. 

Mr. Crenshaw. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And thank you for being here. I know that you are from Florida. 

Mr. Fugate. Yes, sir. 

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM: COVERAGE 

Mr. Crenshaw. And so you know a little bit about hurricanes. 
And I guess when you look across the country, as you said, we are 
always going to have disasters. I mean, we are going to have hurri- 
canes, we are going to have tornadoes, we are going to have earth- 
quakes. And I guess Katrina was a pretty good example, like $80 
billion. 

And I want to ask you a little bit about what you think the Fed- 
eral Government’s role ought to be in helping States like Florida, 
who tries to kind of plan in advance through catastrophic insur- 
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ance. And there have heen proposals from time to time to have 
Federal legislation that would allow States to get together and to 
pool their resources, because if we assume that we are going to 
have these disasters, and we assume that they are going to be very, 
very expensive, it seems like one of the things we ought to be try- 
ing to do is try to help private dollars, insurance dollars, prefund 
some of those catastrophes. 

So could you talk a little bit about — I can’t remember exactly 
what goes on in Florida, but I know there have been efforts to do 
that — how you think that works, and do you think that the Federal 
Government ought to set up some sort of program to expand that 
to where States are getting together where they are going to have 
an earthquake in California and a hurricane in Florida and a tor- 
nado in Kansas? What are your thoughts about that to help reduce 
the overall cost, because if we keep going like we are going, sooner 
or later there is going to be one gigantic hurricane even bigger 
than Katrina, and in these days of difficult dollars, it could really 
put a hurting on the Federal Treasury. 

Mr. Fugate. Congressman, coming from Florida, as you know, 
the primary issue here has been the affordability and availability 
of coverage for insurance for individual homeowners and busi- 
nesses. And so I will limit the questions to that. I think it is an- 
other discussion about the cost of the impacts to the government 
and the government buildings and other facilities themselves. 

We currently administer a National Flood Insurance Program in 
the United States, which is a federally administered, federally 
backed by the U.S. taxpayer program of providing a type of insur- 
ance that the private sector does not provide. That program is not 
solvent; it has a lot of challenges and is currently being discussed 
for reauthorization. Currently FEMA, the National Flood Insurance 
Program, owes close to $18 billion to the Treasury due to payouts 
as a result of the hurricanes in 2005. 

In looking at how you address this, I think we have to be very 
careful that we engage the private sector in such a way that we 
don’t increase the vulnerability or the burden to the taxpayers un- 
less it is a strategic investment on behalf of the taxpayer to miti- 
gate some of those risks. I think some of the things you discussed 
as providing, because of the interstate clause. States the ability to 
pool reinsurance rather than doing State by State may be an area 
to look at. We certainly are encouraged by the draft legislation that 
would look at how we could begin to engage the private sector in 
some aspects of the National Flood Insurance Program. 

But I think you are absolutely right. Most of the assistance that 
we provide in the individual assistance program is based upon lack 
of insurance, whether it was a particular exposure that wasn’t cov- 
ered by a homeowner policy such as the exclusion of floodwaters 
and requirement of a national flood insurance policy; whether it is 
exclusions by wind that you face in your communities where the 
various State insurers have basically said, “We will provide every- 
thing but hurricane protection, and you are going to have to buy 
that from a State wind pool”; to earthquakes, now sinkholes, now 
mold. 

And I think it is going to be a growing challenge that if we are 
looking at the private-sector insurance to provide the bulk of the 
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protection to individual homeowners in the private sector, that is 
something we need to look at. But I will caution against the Fed- 
eral Government becoming a direct provider of that insurance. I 
think that the National Flood Insurance Program shows some of 
the challenges with that. And it may he more on the lines of look- 
ing at some of the interstate clauses of allowing the insurance com- 
missioners in States to pool resources. 

The biggest issue is, unless you can geographically distribute 
your risk across areas, it is very difficult to reduce the total cost 
of that risk. If you are looking at a hurricane-prone State like Flor- 
ida, could you offset some of that risk with a flood-prone or an 
earthquake-prone State so that you didn’t have the same hazard in 
the same pool as what would happen if you just looked at the Gulf 
Coast States? 

Mr. Crenshaw. But in a bigger sense, a broader sense, you said 
it would be something worth looking at. But the catastrophic insur- 
ance pool that Florida has to kind of prefund those catastrophes as 
opposed to waiting until it happens and then kind of bail it out, 
like we do at the Federal level, do you have any thoughts? Is that 
kind of beyond what you have had to focus on from day to day, or 
do you think there ought to be some way to try to allow States that 
are subject to these disasters to pool their assets to broad — not just 
the individual property insurance owners, but in a broad sense deal 
with these major, major catastrophes, that it might be more afford- 
able if States got together and pooled their resources? 

Mr. Fugate. Well, I think the Florida wind pool and the citizens 
insurance company, which is the State’s insurer of last resort, offer 
cautionary tales of the pros and cons. As you well know, and as a 
Florida resident, if we have a catastrophic impact to the wind pool, 
the way they are able to pay that is everybody that owns an insur- 
ance policy will be charged a surcharge. We currently are paying 
surcharges for previous events. That model is very vulnerable to 
the large-scale impacts of a major windstorm, such as the great 
Miami hurricane in 1926, [and] would produce impacts in the $100 
billion range. 

I don’t think the State wind pool can absorb those catastrophic 
hits as currently designed, and I think that places an extreme vul- 
nerability to everybody that has an insurance policy. You are going 
to have to subsidize that risk after the fact. 

So I think there are some perils to that, but I also think there 
are some advantages, because lacking that, the ability to have wind 
coverage in Florida would have gone the way of many of the pri- 
vate systems, that we would no longer provide that coverage. And 
that would cause the other economic impact of not being able to in- 
sure homes against a very prevalent threat in Florida. 

Mr. Crenshaw. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Carter. 

REMEDIAL ACTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

In recent reports in January of this year by DHS Office of In- 
spector General, FEMA was criticized for not conducting after-ac- 
tion reviews of all disaster responses, as well as not communicating 
these reviews to FEMA personnel. The IG reported that EEMA has 
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missed opportunities to learn from past experiences, and the IG 
gave FEMA six recommendations to improve its Remedial Action 
Management Program. 

What are you doing in response to these six recommendations, 
and how are you working to improve the remedial action program? 

Mr. Fugate. Congressman, we took the IG’s reports to heart. We 
are implementing these. One of the things that we have done that 
is a shorter term is we have a series of no notice exercises that my 
staff have used — a term I use called “thunderbolts,” which we send 
out both an exercise team and an evaluation team to do quick re- 
ports and quick looks. 

I think one of our challenges, if we only look at the catastrophic 
large-scale disasters, the frequencies of those don’t give us the im- 
provement that we need in the short term. So we are not only look- 
ing at the IG’s recommendations, we are also throughout FEMA, 
without advance notice, doing no notice exercises at both the head- 
quarters and the regional levels, with both an exercise component 
and an after-action quick look report, to find those areas we need 
to address immediately to continue to improve against that. 

So we took it very seriously. We know that that process had 
sometimes become too convoluted and so complex that by the time 
we got the information, we were years into the aftermath of an 
event. So we have been focusing on, particularly in our no notice 
exercises, doing very quick action reports that occur within a week 
of the exercise to give us a snapshot of what worked, what didn’t 
work, and what we have got to focus on. 

So we are implementing both the IG recommendations, but also 
are looking at a shorter-term process to really start building these 
lessons back quicker versus waiting for the formal reviews being 
completed and trying to build that into an after-action. 

DATA BACKUP SYSTEM 

Mr. Carter. I understand that FEMA lost 7 years’ worth of 
after-action reports and best practices when a server failed last 
year. And in February of this year, this data was still unreadable, 
as I understand it. What is the status of that failure, and does 
FEMA anticipate being able to read this data? And what are you 
going to do to prevent this from happening again? 

Mr. Fugate. I am not sure what the forensics are going to be 
able to do with that server. It was a catastrophic failure, and I am 
not sure that we are going to be able to get any of that data back. 
Since then we have moved to the lessons learned system and actu- 
ally have more of a cloud architecture to move away from a single 
point of failure. But it does show some of the state that our IT in- 
frastructure was in, literally a server box without backup; therefore 
a single point of failure wiped out all the data. 

So as we move toward the DHS strategic plan for IT manage- 
ment and start moving things in the data centers and data clouds 
where we have the back-up and the redundancies, to eliminate the 
hardware failure, and then, more importantly, to continue to use 
things like the lessonslearned.gov site to post this information so 
it is not lost, and it is available to the response community. 

Mr. Carter. Had either you or previous FEMA Directors, noticed 
that you had a problem of a not-backed-up system and made a re- 
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quest of this committee or anyone to back up these systems in a 
time when at least the Nation looks upon FEMA as a massive dis- 
aster response — we realize what your real nature is, but we heark- 
en back to our two or three great hurricanes in the gulf a while 
back, and everybody thought FEMA was in charge of everything, 
and then to realize that you had servers that were not backed up. 
When you listen to the radio, and they tell you about every 45 min- 
utes you need a back-up of your data, it seems to me somebody 
should have noticed that. Has anybody made requests on that mat- 
ter? 

Mr. Fugate. On that particular server, no, sir. Overall, yes, sir. 
We are, in part of our budget, looking at how we move from a sys- 
tem of server boxes into the data centers and data cloud. This is 
a migration within the Department of Homeland Security to move 
away from what I would call the single points of failure into a dis- 
tributed cloud-based environment where we have the built-in back- 
up and security on these systems. 

Too often what we have found is we have been looking at our IT 
as we have a lot of different programs that have servers that don’t 
have the support, don’t have the back-up. And so as we have been 
identifying them, we are trying to move all that to the DHS data 
center approach and get away from individual boxes. 

So for that particular one, sir, I didn’t have visibility until it hap- 
pened, as an aftermath. But we had recognized that our current IT 
infrastructure was very vulnerable both to security, loss of data, 
and the vulnerabilities of not having these systems where they 
were secured and backed up and available to the rest of the team. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Carter. 

Mr. Dent. 


DISASTER ASSISTANCE OVERPAYMENTS 

Mr. Dent. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fugate, good to be with you. 

Last month FEMA began sending notice of debt letters to dis- 
aster assistance applicants who received improper Federal disaster 
assistance payments. The letters were to address the most recent 
disasters first, as I understand it. The letters are informing appli- 
cants of the amount and reason for their debt, and provide informa- 
tion on how to repay the debt or appeal FEMA’s determination. 

First, how much money do you believe FEMA has outstanding in 
overpayments? 

Mr. Fugate. The number that was provided in the IG report was 
about $640 million. We think that number was less than that as 
we went through and — we actually had our national processing 
centers go through the list and began looking at that. That number 
has come down. And, Congressman Dent, I request that we give 
you that figure in writing, what we think that number is, based 
upon the last scrub of going through all those applications. But 
that process has started. As you pointed out, over 5,000 of those 
letters are going out to the most recent disasters, and we are work- 
ing our way back through those numbers. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. Dent. Last month FEMA began sending notice of debt letters to disaster as- 
sistance applicants who received improper Federal disaster assistance payments. 
The letters were to address the most recent disasters first, as I understand it. The 
letters are informing applicants of the amount and reason for their debt, and pro- 
vide information on how to repay the debt or appeal FEMA’s determination. 

First, how much money do you believe FEMA has outstanding in overpayments? 

Mr. Fugate. The number that was provided in the IG report was about $640 mil- 
lion. We think that number was less than that as we went through and — we actu- 
ally had our national processing centers go through the list and began looking at 
that. That number has come down. And, Congressman Dent, I request that we give 
you that figure in writing, what we think that number is, based upon the last scrub 
of going through all those applications. But that process has started. As you pointed 
out, more than 5,000 of those letters are going out to the most recent disasters, and 
we are working our way back through those numbers. 

Response: To date we have identified $21,754,993.93 in recoupment dollars for ap- 
plicants provided disaster assistance funding (October 2005 to present) through the 
Individuals and Households Program (IHP). This does not include any Katrina, Rita, 
or Wilma recoupments through the IHP as the review is still being conducted on 
this subset of disaster payment recipients. 

Mr. Dent. And I guess the second question would be do you 
know the kind of responses that FEMA has received to the letters 
being sent out to those individuals and families requesting a repay- 
ment, and are people responding to the letter, I guess? 

Mr. Fugate. Yes, sir, they are responding to the letter. In most 
cases they are questioning why they would need to repay. It is fall- 
ing into several categories. In some cases errors were made in the 
process of determining eligibility; in some cases it is they had du- 
plication of benefits. They had insurance that paid, but now they 
had gotten the assistance, or were having multiple parties that ap- 
plied from the same household, and so multiple individuals have 
gotten that. 

The process we are trying to use is in many cases if we got more 
documentation, they may not have an outstanding debt. This is in- 
dicating, based upon what we know, they have an outstanding 
debt. If they have documentation that we are asking for, it may es- 
tablish there is no debt, and that will close the case. If we do, how- 
ever, determine that they do have a debt, and they owe money 
back, they have several options. They can pay in full. They can do 
a payment plan. But at the point at which they either are unre- 
sponsive or refuse to repay money after we have been able to make 
contact, ultimately these are referred to Treasury for collection. 

So this process starts with this is what we think you owe. Pro- 
vide us information. If that information satisfies our request, it is 
closed; if not, and we still demonstrate you owe us, then the op- 
tions are to begin a repayment program or to pay it in full. 

Mr. Dent. So essentially if somebody fails to respond to a letter, 
you refer the matter over to Treasury for collection; is that how it 
works? 

Mr. Fugate. Yes, sir. Ultimately, if we can determine that that 
is a viable case that we would not be able to get either them to 
respond to us or that they do not agree to repay it, ultimately it 
would go to Treasury if it is determined that is a repayment 

Mr. I5ent. Is there an intermediate step? In other words, if they 
do not respond to the letter, do you go right to Treasury? 

Mr. Fugate. No sir. We will do additional attempts to notify. 
And again hopefully, again, as they get the letters, they will re- 
spond back to us. And in many cases if we can get some additional 
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documentation, it may clear the issue up, and they were eligible in 
the first place. So we are hoping people will understand that. 

But it does provide that they have the right of appeal. This is 
a requirement that came about after a judge found that our process 
was not compliant and essentially we were no longer able to do 
recoupments to give you what it is, why we think you owe the 
money, and state clearly how to appeal that and how to notify us 
of your intention to pay. 

Mr. Dent. And my final question, is there going to be another 
round of notice of debt letters this year? 

Mr. Fugate. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dent. Okay. I yield back. Thank you. 

PREPAREDNESS CAPABILITIES 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Dent. 

As I stated earlier in my opening remarks, after almost a decade 
of the Department cannot measure if we are safer or more pre- 
pared from the $33 billion investment we have made in prepared- 
ness grants, over the past decade FEMA has made many attempts 
to measure capability, but none have been implemented. The con- 
tinual excuses and delays must stop. The American taxpayer de- 
serves to know what they are getting for their investment. 

Do you agree that there needs to be a quantifiable metrics that 
measures capabilities, that measures if we are safer or we are more 
prepared than we have been in the past? 

Mr. Fugate. Mr. Chairman, when we first started this and I was 
State director, I asked the questions: What are we building? How 
do we know it is built? And how do we maintain it? 

I think we can measure what we are doing. I think we can dem- 
onstrate in many cases significant improvements in everything 
from interoperable communications to enhancements and increased 
capability for bomb squads, hazardous material teams, increased 
medical capacity. We can give you numbers to show what we have 
invested in and what that has provided us. But do you have a ma- 
trix that asks what are we preparing against? And once we get to 
that number, then how do we maintain it, and what is the appro- 
priate Federal share versus local and State share? 

And I think this goes back to one area that we have made 
progress in, which is to be able to measure the number of exercises 
and the participation exercises. I was asked one time, how do you 
know if we are prepared? And in many cases it always comes back 
to if a disaster occurs, was the response better? But my observation 
has been those communities that have engaged — particularly local 
elected leadership. State leadership — in exercises do much better in 
the response to both the disasters they have planned for and the 
things they have never had happen previously in their commu- 
nities. 

We think that in measuring exercise, participation, frequency, 
and the effectiveness of those exercises is one of the better meas- 
ures of showing increased preparedness. Those who do have histori- 
cally performed better in their response; those who don’t have 
greater challenges, particularly when it comes to the initial im- 
pacts decision-making in executive-level operations. 



401 


Mr. Aderholt. Knowing that, of course, we agree on that, how 
long will it be before you can actually tell us that these grants are 
making us more safer and making us more resilient? 

Mr. Fugate. Good question. How do we define it? I think this is, 
again, coming back to what level are we going to define as pre- 
pared, and what measures are we going to use. 

I think that we are looking right now at our ability to measure 
and look at the exercises. I think that in looking at other things 
to measure is looking at — Mr. Chairman, if you will indulge me, 
this may take a little bit of time. But I think what I ran into when 
I got here was we always said we are going to respond better and 
faster. I asked, “By how much? What are we doing? What are we 
planning against?” We never really put a time frame on how fast 
response should be; we just said we want it fast. 

My observation is the first 72 hours of any disaster is the most 
critical time for changing the outcome for lifesaving and stabiliza- 
tion. That means you have to look at what capabilities have you 
built that are both local and State initial responses and what re- 
sources do you need to bring, and now you need to plan against 
these scenarios that produce the maximum impacts, whether it is 
an improvised nuclear device, a major hurricane, or major earth- 
quake. 


NATIONAL LEVEL EXERCISE 

In NLE 11, our exercise that we are going to be conducting for 
the central U.S., part of this is to look at how rapidly can we get 
teams in to do some things that are very measurable, such as con- 
ducting and doing the initial search for the injured in the first 72 
hours of a no notice event, and basing that upon the catastrophic 
impacts of the likely hazards we face, what we are calling the max- 
imum of maximums; that now gives us something to start meas- 
uring. Given that we have X amount of teams, X amount of re- 
sources, we have built — and you look into reports from the States 
on how much additional search and rescue teams have been built 
at State and local levels that are not part of the Federal USAR 
(Urban Search and Rescue) teams. Can we get those teams there 
fast enough through mutual aid and other tools to get there, and 
what is our gap? 

That is how we are going to start measuring preparedness. We 
are going to put it up against the actual events this country faces, 
looking at a time frame that we are going to exercise at National 
Level Exercise 11, and looking at how quickly can we get there, if 
we can change that outcome, and what is the gap. And I think this 
then gives us a direction not necessarily to spend more money, but 
to look at where do we make investments elsewhere that have ca- 
pabilities that have not been brought to bear, such as we don’t en- 
gage the private sector in a lot of our search and rescue. But what 
about mine safety rescue teams? How would we engage them if we 
were in New Madrid, in Memphis, doing search and rescue to bring 
those teams on board? 

These are the kind of things we want to measure preparedness 
against. Take historical events that we know we can model what 
the potential impacts are; look at the first 72 hours, whether it is 
a chem bio. Can we distribute prophylactics in an anthrax attack 
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in a major metropolitan area, and use those to plan against? And 
given what we have built, what do we need to maintain? Adjusting 
for what is not achieving that mission, but measured against the 
events and the time frames, how do we as a Nation respond to 
these types of events? 

Mr. Aderholt. I think the 72-hour time frame you discuss is 
very important. But going back to my original question, when do 
you think that we might get to see something like this put to- 
gether? 

Mr. Fugate. I think the actual measuring tools we have devel- 
oped in looking at how we demonstrate the response in the first 72 
hours, we are looking at 13 critical areas of things that have to be 
accomplished. We are going to use these to test the system in NLE 
11. And we are also using the concept we are calling the maximum 
maximum, looking at these large-scale scenarios, very similar to 
what we saw in Japan, and now using those to start looking at na- 
tionally how much capacity do we have to respond to that. And I 
think NLE 11 will give us a chance to look at that in real time and 
then further refine that. 

So this year what we are focusing on right now is the exercise 
component of measuring that. I think the next area that we are 
going to focus on is the Urban Search and Rescue Teams — both the 
28 that are federally sponsored and the numerous teams that local 
and State governments built with their Homeland Security dollars 
and are currently maintaining with those dollars — and the urban 
security initiatives. And given that mix, tools such as the Emer- 
gency Management Assistance Compact, which the States have, 
can we effectively as a Nation mobilize not only the Eederal teams, 
but also State and local teams to respond, and what does that 
measure, and how do we determine where we are at on that sys- 
tem? So in looking at this, start taking these pieces. 

And again, sir, in my observations process, everybody has been 
trying to come up with a finished product. I think we got to start 
doing this in pieces; that we know this is an area that we need to 
measure because it has a definite outcome. Let’s get it in place and 
quit waiting for a finished document that we are going to go 
against to look at these issues. 

So we are going to start with exercising. The next area we are 
going to be looking at are the things like the teams that have been 
paid for and built and maintained. But starting with the search 
and rescue teams, look at the additional teams that have been built 
for the chem and bio effects, and start measuring that against 
these events. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Administrator, let me, before I get into my ques- 
tion, just commend you for that answer. I think there is a lot of 
common sense and experience reflected in that answer. We all 
would like to estimate risk more accurately, and we all would like 
to measure the effects of what we are doing more accurately. And 
you are suggesting a very practical approach to that which has to 
do with specific interventions. It is very important that we under- 
stand what works and what doesn’t, and that we measure the im- 
pact of these interventions. There is a kind of Holy Grail, though. 
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that we sometimes seem to be pursuing, a comprehensive method 
of estimating risk and allocating funds accordingly, and then meas- 
uring impacts in a similar kind of global way. I have worked as 
hard as anyone on this Subcommittee to try to refine our instru- 
ments for risk assessment and to refine our ways of measuring our 
impacts, but just looking at the range of programs you are talking 
about, I don’t believe one size fits all. 

For example, just the range of grant programs that you admin- 
ister. They vary in the extent to which they are risk-based. UASI 
grants, for example, are allocated on the basis of some rather 
straightforward risk assessments. Some other grants like the State 
grante, the EMPGs, are very decentralized; they are allocated ac- 
cording to population and other factors. And you leave, I think 
rightly so a good deal of the determination of how those funds are 
expended and where they are directed to your State and local part- 
ners. 

Other grant programs work on the basis not just of some central 
administrator’s estimate of what the needs are out there, but they 
take into account the initiative that is being taken locally. We have 
a lot of our fire chiefs represented here this morning. The fire 
grants quite explicitly reward the fire departments that take initia- 
tives, that help themselves, and that get their act together, and 
that make meritorious proposals. This area I want to question you 
about, floodplain mapping, is the same thing. 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY: EFFECTIVENESS 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And I thank Mr. Price for his questioning, because it brings up 
something that I have some curiosity about. 

Locally, I have a town in my district, Salado, which has a creek 
that runs through it and there was an upper-end subdivision built 
in that watershed. These were houses $250,000 and up, and the 
flood maps showing an area, which everybody who ever lived in Sa- 
lado for any length of time said, they are nuts, that is not out of 
the flood plain; that is in the flood plain. But it was insisted that 
those maps were accurate, and about 40 houses were built in that 
area. We had one flood that flooded those houses; and asked that 
the maps be corrected to indicate that obviously it had flooded, and 
amazingly enough they came back with the answer, those were ac- 
curate flood plain maps. 

Well, last year, we had a second flood came through. We lost all 
those houses, and they have finally said sort of an, oops, I guess 
we screwed up, even though half the world was telling us we were 
wrong, and we will look again and see if we made a mistake. 

To me, it is just a no-brainer, that if there are 60 houses that 
flooded twice, it probably ought to be considered flood plain. So it 
concerns me that this is cut back, too. I will have to admit that, 
because I think that was a mess-up. 

And then the conversation you were having with the chairman 
here. You know, when I first got on this committee, which is 6 
years ago, there was an ongoing debate, and it is still ongoing at 
the local level: FEMA as a standalone versus FEMA as part of this 
Department. And I would assume, because that debate has been 
very vocal around the whole country, that someone would have 
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done some kind of comparison of response and preparedness of 
FEMA when it was standalone versus FEMA as part of this De- 
partment, so there would have been some sort of metrics estab- 
lished. I just would have assumed that, if nothing else, some kid 
writing a dissertation should have probably written something on 
that. 

Do you have any information about any comparisons about 
FEMA as a standalone agency, which at least early on people kind 
of felt like we made a mistake putting them in this big Department 
and they should have been standalone all along? This debate has 
been on this committee since I have been here, at least the discus- 
sion has gone on. And were there any metrics used to make those 
kind of studies, or do you know? 

Mr. Fugate. Congressman, I am not aware of that. 

I can’t tell you just the numbers. After the post-Katrina emer- 
gency management format, FEMA is now almost double the size it 
was when it was a standalone agency. 

Another significant event was in passing the post-Katrina Emer- 
gency Management Reform Act. For the first time, we actually had 
a mission statement and a purpose in legislation rather than the 
Stafford Act and appropriations language. 

So I think there is a clearer mission. It is a larger, more robust 
organization than we had when it was a standalone. 

As far as the issue should we be in or out of DHS, in my testi- 
mony during my confirmation hearing, I felt that the matter was 
resolved: We were part of DHS. We need to get back to work and 
focus on it. I felt that continuing discussions about whether FEMA 
was in or out was a distraction from my mission. I am very fortu- 
nate, working for Secretary Napolitano and being part of DHS, that 
I can tap into the resources of the other components, but I also 
have a tremendous amount of flexibility she gives me in order to 
be very responsive to the States when they have an issue. 

So I don’t feel it has compromised FEMA’s mission. I feel that 
we are a part of an organization that gives us a lot of capability 
from resources from our partners in the Coast Guard, Customs and 
Borders, law enforcement support from ICE. 

IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT 

So I really, sir, I don’t know if anybody has done a study. I know 
that you look at the numbers today and where we were previously 
as a standalone agency, we are bigger with more capabilities, more 
authorities that Congress has provided us. And my personal opin- 
ion is, sir, I have not been engaging in that debate. I have been 
focusing on the things we need to do to get FEMA where you ex- 
pect us to be, to where the public expects us to be. 

Mr. Carter. I don’t expect you to engage in that debate. I think 
that question has been satisfied. But I assume, because it was indi- 
cated that you are looking for metrics to analyze your effectiveness 
today. And, by the way, there are some of us who don’t always 
think bigger is better in this world. Some of us think maybe lean 
and mean sometimes operates a little better. But that is a debate 
for another time. 

But you were saying that you were working to develop metrics, 
and I was wondering, because this debate was pretty loud and 
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pretty long for a long time, that somebody might have done some 
studies that would at least set metrics up that you might could use 
to judge your department now. I guess that was my question. 

Mr. Fugate. No, sir. I think most of the things that people were 
measuring was our administration of the Stafford Act. And, quite 
honestly, that is a program that provides financial assistance reim- 
bursement and has the ability to do tasking to other Federal agen- 
cies for disaster. But my experience as a State director and as a 
local administrator was that the things that we are talking about 
now, setting performance measures, have never been part of the 
national preparedness dialogue. People said we wanted to respond, 
but nobody defined what that meant. People said we wanted to go 
out and do all this stuff, but nobody put a time limit against it that 
says — I mean, quite honestly, sir, if you are injured in a disaster, 
how much time do you have? That sets the response posture, not 
what I am capable of doing. I think this has been the trap we run 
into. 

We plan for what we are capable of doing versus what the threat 
is. And I agree with you 100 percent: I don’t think you need to be 
bigger. I am not asking that we have to constantly grow FEMA. I 
think you have got us to the critical mass. But I think we have got 
to define what outcome we are going to achieve, and then not fall 
into the other trap I have seen us do, and that is always look at 
a government-centric solution and forget there are tremendous re- 
sources every day in every community 1 minute before that dis- 
aster struck. Why do we start 1 minute after that and ignore the 
resources? 

Mr. Carter. I wouldn’t expect anybody from Florida to have any 
other response than that, so I respect that. 

If I have time, I have one more question that troubles me. 

Mr. Aderholt. Time is up. We will let you on the next round. 

Mrs. Lowey. 


NUCLEAR CRISIS: EVACUATION PLANNING 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And welcome. The Indian Point nuclear facility is located near 
my district and is within 30 miles of New York City. The govern- 
ment has recently recommended a 50-mile evacuation zone in 
Japan. If a 50-mile evacuation were ordered for Indian Point, 20 
million people would need to be evacuated, including Times Square, 
Wall Street, and parts of Connecticut and New Jersey. 

Mr. Fugate, you have an emergency preparedness background. 
Can you honestly tell this Committee that adequate plans exist to 
evacuate the most densely populated region of the country if there 
were an incident at Indian Point? 

Mr. Fugate. Well, based upon two assumptions that are not the 
current assumptions that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
[NRC] uses for planning is, one, that you would have a full popu- 
lation evacuation 50 miles from the point of the nuclear power 
plant. The current guidance is a 10-mile range. So based upon that, 
the area I am most familiar with, in working as part of the team 
that does the exercises and reviews those exercises with the NRC, 
is a 10-mile evacuation. I don’t know if I could speak to the 50-mile 
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evacuation, because that is not one of the plans that are currently 
there for nuclear power plants. 

Mrs. Lowey. Let me just say very clearly that Indian Point is up 
for relicensing in the year 2013, 2015, and you are the agency that 
is going to be responsible for the evacuation. So with all due re- 
spect, I am puzzled why you are sticking to the 10-mile radius. 
Your agency, as we know, would have the leading role with the re- 
sponse to a radiation leak at Indian Point. And given events in 
Japan, especially our own government’s reaction, including advis- 
ing Americans to evacuate a 50-miIe area, which for Indian Point 
would include 20 million people, surely you would be closely evalu- 
ating your ability to protect the public. I don’t understand why you 
are assuming and accepting a 10-miIe radius. And wouldn’t you be 
considering, based upon what happened in Japan, the 50-miIe ra- 
dius? 

Mr. Fugate. In the division of the responsibilities to determine 
what the protective areas and the protective measures are, those 
are provided in guidance from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
in consultation with the States. The actual evacuations are con- 
ducted by local and State governments with FEMA supporting 
them. Again, the current planning guidance, which FEMA does not 
establish but works to be able to exercise and test, is a 10-mile 
evacuation zone based upon those threats and scenarios that the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission has identified. 

If at such time that radius was ever increased, we would again 
work with State and local governments to determine the effective- 
ness of those evacuations. As you well know, in licensing a nuclear 
power plant, part of that evaluation does require that the commu- 
nities and State can effect a successful evacuation. So if that guid- 
ance changes, that would be the determination: Could you success- 
fully evacuate a larger population in the time frames given, and if 
not, would that result in any impacts to licenser’s ability to operate 
the plant? 

Mrs. Lowey. Now, you are saying if that guidance changes. Do 
you have any role, any input as to whether it is feasible to evac- 
uate 20 million people from now that is 10-mile radius — Do you 
make that determination or do they? 

Mr. Fugate. We do not make the recommendations on the pro- 
tective zones. And the 10-mile emergency protective zone is the one 
in which they look at the options of either sheltering in place or 
evacuations. Because FEMA does not make that determination, we 
would work with State and local governments if that changed to 
determine if that could be done and the time frames given in a 
power plant accident. 

So if that increased, that would obviously result in us having to 
go back, work with State and local governments, update the plan, 
and then exercise and evaluate that plan to see if you could achieve 
the evacuations in the time frames given. 

Mrs. Lowey. So I am a little puzzled. You are saying FEMA, that 
should have this expertise, doesn’t have the input based upon Nu- 
clear Regulatory Commission determination as to whether it should 
be 50 miles or 10 miles? You are not involved in this decision at 
all? 
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Mr. Fugate. We are not the scientific advisers or the engineers 
that make those recommendations and determinations. We are part 
of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission regulations required to 
work with State and local governments to ensure whatever those 
protective measures are, they can be exercised and executed if an 
event occurs. 

Mrs. Lowey. I will let it go at this point. 

But I think there is a real question as to what FEMA’s role is 
in determining whether an evacuation should be 50 miles — ^you 
know, I think my issue that is of great concern to me is when you 
consider relicensing, you don’t consider it in light of new data and 
new information but based on the old data and the old information. 
So I am a little concerned that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
would not have any concentration process in place to deal with 
FEMA. But I will go on to another question before my time is up. 

UASI funding has continually been diluted by increasing the 
number of recipients, and what started as a program for seven 
urban areas now serves 64. Every area of the country deserves 
funds, I want to make that very clear, but not from the high-risk 
program. And I attached an amendment to H.R. 1 to limit UASI 
funding to the top 25 highest risked regions, restoring the program 
to its original intent. 

The 9/11 Commission report stated clearly that Eederal Home- 
land Security assistance should not remain a program for general 
revenue sharing, end quote. Why then do you continue to disregard 
both the recommendations of the Commission and the intent of 
Congress in creating UASI by providing funding to localities that 
are neither high risk nor high density? And, again, I want to make 
it clear, they can get other pots of money. But why this pot of 
money? 

Did I hear — I thought I was asked to close, but as long as the 
chairman is very indulgent 

Mr. Aderholt. Your time is fleeting, but we will go ahead and 
sum up the last and answer. 

Mrs. Lowey. Some opponents of my amendment have stated that 
current UASI cities, such as Denver and Bridgeport, are key sites 
to the logistical planning of potential terrorist attacks. How much 
EEMA first responder funding did Colorado and Connecticut re- 
ceive apart from the UASI program in fiscal year 2010? 

And if you don’t have that answer, I am sure you can get back 
to me. Because it is my understanding that Colorado and Con- 
necticut, for example, each received more than $20 million through 
other EEMA programs. Does that sound right? And, further, there 
is nothing stopping any State Homeland Security Office from dis- 
tributing State Homeland Security GP and other EEMA grants in 
the localities on the basis of need, correct? 

Mr. Eugate. That is correct. As far as the actual numbers, I 
would request to get back in writing those actual totals and the 
grant fundings and the breakdown of those fundings for those 
States. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mrs. LOWEY. Some opponents of my amendment have stated that current UASI cities, such as 
Denver and Bridgeport, are key sites to the logistical planning of potential terrorist attacks. How much 
FEMA first responder funding did Colorado and Connecticut receive apart from the UASI program in 
fiscal year 2010? 

And if you don't have that answer, I am sure you can get back to me. Because it is my understanding 
that Colorado and Connecticut, for example, each received more that $20 million through other FEMA 
programs. Does that sound right? And, further, there is nothing stopping any State Homeland Security 
Office from distributing State Homeland Security GP and other FEMA grants in the localities on the 
basis of need, correct? 

Mr. FUGATE. That is correct. As far as the actual numbers. I would request to get back in writing 
those actual totals and the grant fundings and the breakdown of those I'undings for those States. 

RESPONSE: (sec following pages) 
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Response; 


1 Colorado Funding History - Fiscal Year 2010 

Grant Program 





Fiscal Year 2010 

Grantee 

Award Amount 

Drawn Down 

Available Balance 

State Homeland 
Security Grant 

Program 

Colorado 

Department of 

Local Affairs 

$ 

10 , 979,859 





Urban Areas Security 
Initiative (UASi) Grant 
Program 

Colorado 

Department of 

Local Affairs 

$ 

7 , 064,120 





Citizen Corps 

Program 

Colorado 

Department of 

Local Affairs 

$ 

213,523 





Metropolitan Medical 
Response System 
Program 

Colorado 

Department of 

Local Affairs 

$ 

952,257 

$ 

25,595 

$ 

19 , 184,164 

Buffer Zone 

Protection Program 

Colorado 

Department of 

Local Affairs 

$ 

400,000 

$ 


$ 

400,000 

Emergency 
Management 
Performance Grants 
Program 

Colorado 

Department of 

Local Affairs 

$ 

5 , 641,026 

$ 

3 , 251,873 

$ 

2 , 389,153 

Emergency 

Operations Center 
Grant Program 

Colorado 

Department of 

Local Affairs 

$ 

828,275 

$ 


$ 

828,275 

Interoperable 

Emergency 

Communications 

Grant Program 

Colorado 

Department of 

Local Affairs 

$ 

621,000 

$ 

1,751 

$ 

619,249 

UASI Nonprofit 

Security Grant 

Program 

Colorado 

Department of 

Local Affairs 

$ 

75,000 

$ 

$ 

75,000 

Drivers License 

Security Grant 

Program 

Various-Colorado 

$ 

800,677 

$ 


$ 

800,677 

Transportation 

Security Grant 

Program 

Various-Colorado 

$ 

1 , 433,250 

$ 


$ 

1 , 433,250 

Assistance to 

Firefighter Grant 
Program 

Various-Colorado 

$ 

3 , 223.354 

$ 

121,614 

$ 

3 , 101,740 

Staffing for Adequate 
Fire and Emergency 
Response Grants 

Various-Colorado 

$ 

1 , 346,524 

$ 


$ 

1 , 346,524 

Total Amounts: 


$ 

33,578,865 

$ 

3,400,833 

$ 

30,178,032 



410 


Connecticut Fundinq History - Fiscal Year 2010 

Grant Program 





Fiscal Year 2010 

Grantee 

Award Amount 

Drawn Down 

Available Balance 

State Homeland 
Security Grant 
Proqram 

Connecticut Department 
of Emergency 

Management and 
Homeland Security 

$ 

8,894.442 





Urban Areas 
Security Initiative 
(UASI) Grant 
Proqram 

Connecticut Department 
of Emergency 

Management and 
Homeland Security 

$ 

5.564.404 





Citizen Corps 
Proqram 

Connecticut Department 
of Emergency 

Management and 
Homeland Security 

$ 

178,606 





Metropolitan 

Medical Response 
System Proqram 

Connecticut Department 
of Emergency 

Management and 
Homeland Security 

$ 

317.419 

$ 


$ 

14,954,871 

Buffer Zone 
Protection 

Proqram 

Connecticut Department 
of Emergency 

Management and 
Homeland Security 

$ 

400,000 

$ 

$ 

400,000 

Emergency 

Management 

Performance 

Grants Proqram 

Connecticut Department 
of Emergency 

Management and 
Homeland Security 

$ 

4,718,749 

$ 

1,036,521 

$ 

3,682,228 

Emergency 
Operations Center 
Grant Program 

Connecticut Department 
of Emergency 

Management and 
Homeland Security 

$ 

1,740,126 

$ 

$ 

1,740.126 

Interoperable 
Emergency 
Communications 
Grant Program 

Connecticut Department 
of Emergency 

Management and 
Homeland Security 

$ 

525,500 

$ 

$ 

525,500 

UASI Nonprofit 
Security Grant 
Proqram 

Connecticut Department 
of Emergency 

Management and 
Homeland Security 

$ 

75,000 

L$ 

$ 

75,000 

Drivers License 
Security Grant 
Proqram 

Various - Connecticut 

$ 

800,677 

$ 


$ 

800,677 

Transportation 
Security Grant 
Proqram 

Various - Connecticut 

$ 

2,597.816 

$ 

60,000 

$ 

2,537,816 

Assistance to 
Firefighter Grant 
Program 

Various - Connecticut 

$ 

5,466,587 

$ 


$ 

5,466,587 

Staffing for 
Adequate Fire and 
Emergency 
Response Grants 

Various - Connecticut 

$ 

2,801,258 

$ 

23,280 

$ 

2,777,978 

Total Amounts; 


$ 

34.080,584 

$ 

1,119.801 

$ 

32,960,783 
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Mrs. Lowey. And I want to make it clear again; everyone should 
get funding, but not as a high-risk program that began as 7 and 
is now at 64. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. 

CATASTROPHIC PLANNING 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Recent events in Japan have highlighted 
the risk that earthquakes pose and the need to improve our pre- 
paredness, as I am sure has been discussed here earlier. As you 
know, California is especially vulnerable. A seismic event in Los 
Angeles could claim countless lives and inflict more than $500 bil- 
lion in damages. 

Now, Ms. Lowey, I understand, asked about a disaster affecting 
the nuclear power plant near New York, and I have similar con- 
cerns about California which has two nuclear power plants located 
near major fault lines. 

You have testified in the past about the importance of careful 
planning to have effective response in the event of a disaster. 
Could you describe FEMA’s efforts to plan for a catastrophic earth- 
quake in Southern California? And have you considered scenarios 
in which these States’ nuclear power plants are seriously being 
damaged? And not only an earthquake, but our understanding is 
if it is of the magnitude of Japan, it could also result in a tsunami 
for the West Coast. 

Mr. Fugate. Yes, we have. In fact, we participate in the State 
of California’s Golden Guardian exercises and work these types of 
issues and plan against catastrophics. 

I think one of the things that Japan showed us, we saw this with 
Hurricane Katrina, is oftentimes the original event cascades into 
additional impacts, such as the power plants being engaged or 
other types of technological disasters occurring as a result of the 
initial hazard itself. 

And so we have been working with the State of California. In 
fact, we are working with the entire West Coast, both for earth- 
quake hazards but also tsunami hazards. It wasn’t very widely re- 
ported, but we actually did have tsunami-related damages on our 
coast. It was fortunately not to the degree of loss of life or the im- 
pacts, but we were under tsunami warnings along the California 
coast in the aftermath of that. 

So our Region 9 — and something that the ranking member point- 
ed out — is we have been working hard to empower our regional of- 
fices, in our case. Region 9, which covers California, to work closer 
with the States on catastrophic planning, to look at not just again 
the tendency to say we are going to write a plan and put it on the 
shelf, but to engage in actual exercising and testing of those plans 
and those assumptions. 

We look at what happened in Japan as an opportunity for lessons 
learned to come back and ask the question: If you have this mas- 
sive earthquake but you also now have additional issues, such as 
a nuclear power plant or other technological hazards that are oc- 
curring, how do you respond to them? 

So these are ongoing programs. This is an ongoing process. And 
I think it points out that too often we focus on our last big disaster. 
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and in our case, it was hurricanes. But you can see a hurricane 
coming, as we have seen in Haiti, in Chile, in Christchurch and, 
unfortunately, in Japan. There is no lead time or warning for an 
earthquake. It happens. You have to he able to respond to it. 

So we plan and work with our partners to leverage both our re- 
sources capabilities. But we look at these very issues you brought 
up: The large-scale events, the multi-dimensions of multiple issues 
happening, and then begin looking at, how do you respond based 
upon the priority of lifesaving, life-sustaining, and the initial sta- 
bilization to begin looking at recovery? 

DISASTER RESPONSE: BUDGET CUTS 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. As you know, we are in the middle of deal- 
ing with budgets for the rest of this year as well as for next year. 
And to have a better understanding of what the impact of what 
some of these recommendations are with regards to the budget, I 
would like to focus a little bit on H.R. 1, which slashes more than 
$800 million from FEMA’s grant programs. 

Now, unfortunately, these cuts come at a time when, according 
to the DHS Inspector General, State and local governments across 
the country have been forced to significantly reduce their spending 
on emergency management. So if H.R. 1 is enacted and we have 
these cuts, Los Angeles, as I understand it, stands to lose almost 
$60 million in critically important funds to protect the city against 
acts of terrorism, respond to natural disasters, and to improve 
emergency communications. 

What is the likely impact on your agency’s operations if the capa- 
bilities of major cities like Los Angeles are diminished as a result 
of these cuts? And will a greater burden fall on FEMA in emer- 
gency situations if local governments lack the means to respond ef- 
fectively? 

Mr. Fugate. My experience tells me that where local govern- 
ments don’t have the capability or resources to respond to the dis- 
asters and, as a State, having to bring those in, it costs us far more 
than those communities that had that basic preparedness. I know 
that from the perspective of what I have seen in disaster response 
at FEMA, for those States that have built those capabilities, in 
many cases, FEMA does not have to engage in a response role, but 
rather a recovery role, because they are able to manage their re- 
sponse. 

This is a tough question, I think. Mr. Chairman and for the 
members here, this is really I think getting to the crux of the 
grants. We don’t want to supplant local responsibilities, but there 
is a cost to the taxpayer. And this is the balancing point we have 
to determine. I don’t think you can indefinitely fund grants at a 
level that you can’t sustain. But if you cut them too fast, a lot of 
this investment and capabilities built over time will not withstand 
that kind of reduction. 

Also, many of these local governments are engaged in multiyear 
enhancements, particularly in interoperable communication. So we 
may end up with half-built systems or systems that aren’t com- 
pleted, and we have already made that investment, yet we have 
never fully realized the benefits of the full package. 
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So I think it is a question of balance. Where is it in the interest 
of the Federal Government, the taxpayer, to invest to build capa- 
bilities and capacities at State and local levels that would reduce 
the overall cost of Federal response and, more importantly, provide 
resources closest to those survivors in the most critical first hours 
to days of that event, versus what we could build on a national 
scale to essentially replace that, and the time frame of getting it 
there? I think there needs to be a balance. And that is why, again, 
from my experience and what I have seen as a responder, those in- 
vestments that we in the State of Florida made in our local com- 
munities save significant cost in the response phase. Those commu- 
nities that did not have those, it cost us far more because not only 
did we have to respond to the other needs, but we oftentimes had 
to augment their basic response. And that cost us far more in the 
events that I have been involved in. 

So it is a balancing act. But it is a decision that, in doing that, 
where is it — and, again, looking from the standpoint of the Federal 
taxpayer, where do those investments make sense? And where, if 
we do reductions, would it not adversely affect the Federal re- 
sponse in support? But there is a tipping point there where I — and 
I think it comes back to the frustration that the chairman has basi- 
cally brought up, because we have not been able to come up with 
good matrixes, we can’t really tell you what the impacts will be on 
the cuts, and so we are oftentimes dealing with the anecdotal data. 
And I think this is the challenge we have. We are going to deal and 
to face the budget realities, but we need to have the best data 
available so, as these decisions are being made, we don’t end up 
with cuts that produce unintended consequences based upon our 
previous investments. 

GRANTS: FIRST RESPONDER 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

And let me just add on H.R. 1, certainly the goal was not to cut 
the grants. I think overall, as we head into the known cost for dis- 
asters and those had to be paid for, and so that is where I think 
it really goes back to. 

Let me switch to another issue that we have alluded to maybe 
a little bit but get into a little more, and of course, that is the slow 
execution of the first responder grants. Each year, FEMA says they 
are working to improve the execution, but based on the latest data 
provided to the Committee, grantees continue to lag in expending 
their funds. Could you tell us what you are doing to try to address 
this issue that we have seen over the past several years? 

Mr. Fugate. Mr. Chairman, this is as both — I have been on the 
receiving end of this as a State, where we could not draw down 
funds fast enough. And, again, the bulk of these programs are re- 
imbursements. The locals and States expend their funds and seek 
their reimbursements, and in some cases these are multiyear 
projects. So we know that it takes several years for these grants, 
as they move through the system, to actually get drawn down out 
of the system. It doesn’t mean that States and locals have not al- 
ready obligated funds; they are already in contracts or in procure- 
ment, but they are reimbursements. 
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I think our particular concerns are those that are at 4 years, 
where we see substantial amounts that haven’t been drawn down, 
and the tendency that as we get to the 5th year and the failure to 
execute those funds, they come back to the Treasury. 

What we have been working with are the State administrative 
agencies that are appointed by the Governor to be the grant’s ad- 
ministrator but also with the Homeland Security advisers and the 
State emergency management directors to give them visibility on 
what those numbers are. And I think it has been an eye opener for 
them to see what has not been drawn down, particularly in the 
subgrantees that have not finally submitted their reimbursements. 

They understand this. In fact, I addressed the new State Home- 
land Security adviser this morning at FEMA before I came over 
here. And, Mr. Chairman, I basically just told them fiat out: You 
are looking at tremendous balances that haven’t been drawn down, 
and you are looking at an austere budget environment. It is very 
hard to justify continuing requests for grants if we do not show 
progress on getting those disaster funds, those grant funds, drawn 
down so that we can show progress that we are completing projects 
and we are expending those funds. 

So they understand, and we are putting information in their 
hands on what those balances State by State look like, grant by 
grant, to bring attention to this but also to caution them that, we 
can explain why, but until you get those numbers coming down in 
this environment, it will be a constant pressure. Why are we con- 
tinuing to put more money in grants when you still have tens of 
billions outstanding to be drawn down? 

What we get back — and this is what I know from State directors, 
in many cases, they have already expended those funds. They are 
going through the process of then getting their reimbursements. In 
some cases, they are in multiyear contracts trying to get this done. 
There are delays. These are things that you run into. But it is sys- 
temic across the board. As you have pointed out, some States have 
been much more aggressive in getting their funds expended; others 
have not. And I think putting those numbers out there is trying to 
shine the light on and explain to them the gravity of this situation. 

Mr. Aderholt. This might be too premature. But does that seem 
to resonate? Or is that still you are waiting to see how that 

Mr. Fugate. I saw a lot of eyes pop when they saw their first 
spreadsheet, sir. I think this has been one of these things that we 
have got to shine a light on and get the exposure out there. Once 
people saw the numbers, I think until they realized what it looks 
like when you look at that spreadsheet versus looking at the proc- 
ess of reimbursement. And so, hopefully, we can get greater trac- 
tion. And, again, the proof will be when we start seeing these 
drawdowns, particularly in the older grant cycles, moving that up 
so we can start getting those funds disbursed back to the States 
and local governments for their expenditures. 

Mr. Aderholt. Have you considered reducing the request for 
funds based on the amount of funds already in the pipeline? 

Mr. Fugate. No, sir. It has been based upon — the one area that 
we did was, again, looking at fire grants of favoring employees, 
firefighters, versus future equipment purchases. But that was more 
driven by the budget pressures. 
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In looking at these grants, I think if we were dealing with things 
that were short term or rather straightforward, not multiyear 
projects, you would see if you were not expending those funds. But 
I think part of the challenge is a lot of this is getting into what 
we call maintenance as we have seen some overall trends. It isn’t 
so much we are buying and building new teams and equipment as 
much as trying to maintain and finish the projects that we have. 
But it comes back to, again, at a point — and this is I think the very 
difficult decision I think we are going to have to make: How much 
further investment? Once we have built some of this capability, 
what does it take to maintain it versus, do we continue adding 
more teams or capabilities based upon the various State initia- 
tives? 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

Mr. Price. 

grants: transit security and port 

Mr. Price. Let me just follow up on the Chairman’s line of ques- 
tioning here, particularly in regards to two categories of grants 
that we funded in recent years and that have had particular draw- 
down problems. This subcommittee, as you may know, had exten- 
sive and repeated hearings on the transit security grants and the 
port grants in particular, those two programs. 

In the most recent data FEMA has given us 52.8 percent of the 
2006 port security ^ants have not been drawn down yet, and this 
is money that is going to expire at the end of the fiscal year. And 
for 2007 we are talking about 84 percent of the transit security 
grants not being drawn down. So these figures seem to tell a simi- 
lar story. 

So I wonder if you want to elaborate on those challenges in par- 
ticular? I know they both involve or have involved some inter- 
agency coordination. We dealt in some detail with the TSA-FEMA 
intersection in the transit grants, and of course. Coast Guard has 
a hand in the port grants. 

We were looking at some hopeful streamlining of these processes 
we thought, yet the figures don’t seem to suggest that this has 
worked very well yet. 

Mr. Fugate. I believe that there is — one of the things that we 
did was we never had a memorandum of understanding with TSA 
(Transportation Security Administration) on those grants to make 
sure we had clarity of our roles and responsibilities to administer 
the grants as they set the priorities. We have that with John Pis- 
tole now, who is the head of TSA. So we are starting to get some 
of those structures in place. But again, in many cases, an honest 
question to both you and the Chairman is, given that we have built 
in flexibility in these grants, given that we have built-in appeals, 
we oftentimes get requests from Members of Congress to grant 
these extensions. The flexibility there I think has the unintended 
consequences that we are not getting these funds expended, and 
that there always seems to be one more forgiveness to extend it be- 
cause something came up, something changed, a direction changed. 
And I think it is the inherent nature of trying to maintain flexi- 
bility and retain those funds and to expend it that has in some 
cases not put any emphasis on getting this project done quicker. 
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I think the 5-year — and I will expect, I will not be surprised that, 
with 2006 money that will lapse and go back to the Treasury, we 
will not have requests to see if we can appeal that. The answer is: 
we don’t have the authority. You made it very clear, at 5 years, it 
is going back to the Treasury. But as we go through this process 
of giving flexibility, it does build in that in many cases, that ur- 
gency to get these funds drawn down gets bogged down in the proc- 
ess of trying to do these projects, deal with changes, and adjust 
those strategies. 

Mr. Price. Extending past the 5 years requires a statutory 
change. Right? I mean, that hasn’t been under your discretion. 

Mr. Fugate. And that is, as far as I am concerned, if we don’t — 
I mean, you have got to basically say, unless Congress gives us any 
more extensions, which I am not going to ask for or recommend, 
we have to close these projects. If you couldn’t get it done in 5 
years, we need to take the money back and put it into Treasury. 
But I think that it is getting to when you get to the third year, 
your fourth year, you are still not drawing it down. I understand 
the complexity of bid protests and environmental and historical re- 
views, new Governors coming in wanting to stop and review things. 
I understand all that. But your fourth year? That is troublesome. 
And in many cases, I think this is where we have to come back and 
do better work on the front end in trying to make sure that we are 
not the roadblock, that we are able to provide the grant guidance 
and that we are able to work with our applicants. But I think be- 
cause of the flexibility in some of these grants and the changing 
situation we find ourselves in, we still see tremendous balances 
that have not been drawn down. 

NATIONAL ELOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM: LEVEE ACCREDITATION 

Mr. Price. Right. And I am sure the interventions and the ap- 
peals that you are talking about do occur. But the thrust of our ef- 
forts over the past several years has been to simply get this process 
unclogged at the agency and for the potential grantees to know 
what they are dealing with, what is expected of them, and to have 
reasonably quick turnaround. We really need to keep pushing on 
that. I know you agree. And we want to work with you to make 
that happen. Because if, as the Chairman suggests, current budget 
decisions are complicated by the fact that these balances are still 
there, and yet these are moneys that are needed; the demand is 
there. The purpose is quite clear, I think. We just need to get it 
done. 

Speaking of entreaties you and we get from colleagues, let me 
mention one final subject that has to do with levees. Late last year, 
many Members lobbied this Subcommittee to include a statutory 
change to the 2011 bill to prevent FEMA from refusing to account 
for flood control structures, such as levees, that are not to certain 
standards when FEMA is updating its flood maps. In other words, 
they are saying you should have to take some account of these 
structures. Now, this policy does have an impact, a major impact 
on flood insurance and related issues for some communities. 

This statutory change was not included in the omnibus or a full 
year CR, largely because of the lateness of the issue coming up. It 
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is not that we didn’t understand that it had some merit and was 
important to a number of colleagues. 

Now, in February, a bipartisan group of 27 Senators wrote 
FEMA asking the agency to halt its policy of treating levees in 
need of repair or recertification as if they didn’t exist at all. A num- 
ber of House Members have expressed similar concerns. Law- 
makers argued that the agency should instead take into account 
the level of flood protection that each structure provides, even if 
that structure is in a weakened state. 

In early March, FEMA informed congressional leaders that the 
agency will take into account ailing dams and levees and the risk 
maps it generates for the National Flood Insurance Program. 

So I am asking you to fill us in on your intentions going forward. 
How do you intend to factor in levees that in the past you deemed 
as nonexistent or you treated as though they were nonexistent 
while they are being repaired or recertified when you develop risk 
maps as part of this flood insurance program? 

Mr. Fugate. Yes, sir. We kept asking the question: Why is this 
a binary decision? You can see a levee there; it is not fully accred- 
ited, but we are going to ignore and then map. But that levee af- 
fects the flood. So we basically came back and said, “We don’t have 
a defensible stand here. We need to do something different.” 

And so staff agreed to look at, and what we are going to do is — 
It is not always an ailing levee. In some cases these are levees that 
are well engineered, well built, but they may be not quite as high 
as an accredited levee would be to offer protection for every area 
behind that levee to get it below 1 percent risk. So this will not al- 
ways be levees that are in disrepair; it is just a levee system may 
not provide a reduction of that risk below 1 percent. 

So what we have asked our staff to go back and look at is — and 
this will be an increased cost; it will slow down some of the map- 
ping, but it will be more accurate — to take what the levee structure 
is as it exists, model the flood risk there, and produce those results. 
Again, this will not always be levees that are in disrepair. This 
may just be in areas where the levee system doesn’t provide uni- 
formity, minimizing the risk below 1 percent, which would trigger 
the special risk area for flood insurance but substantial areas 
would. So why are we not looking at that and just treating it as 
if it doesn’t exit? 

So our staff is working right now on the technical aspects of how 
you model levees and dams as they exist to determine what that 
risk is in setting the rate for the insurance, and recognizing that 
not having a fully accredited levee is not a binary decision. It will 
be based upon the structures there, what protection they do offer, 
and will be based upon that risk. 

Mr. Price. And you are confident that you can come up with an 
objective assessment of this, even though binary decisions are 
sometimes crisper and seem more absolute. Making this kind of 
calculation certainly makes a lot of sense. You are confident that 
you can in fact come up with a metric? 

Mr. Fugate. That was the question we asked was, technically, 
“How do we do that?” They have already worked up some prelimi- 
nary ideas. They have talked with the engineers and the people 
that do the evaluation and engineering of levees. And I think we 
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have the ability to classify levees into different categories based 
upon what those impacts would be and model that. It will cost 
more money. It will take more time. But it will provide a much 
more accurate reflection of the risk versus just a binary decision, 
yes, you have got an accredited levee, or no, you don’t. Because I 
think it was not accurately representing the true risk. And because 
we used that to base the flood insurance model, it oftentimes re- 
sulted in people being in special high-risk areas that would not be 
necessarily flooded based upon the levee protection offered. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

MOUNT weather: capital improvement plans 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Price. 

Let me close with one last question about Mount Weather. And 
of course it is a true strategic asset for our country, which houses 
the operations for management and for all hazard activities for 
multiple executive branches including the Department of Home- 
land Security. 

To address the issues with the aging of the facility. Congress has 
provided $155 million for capital improvements. I understand that 
much of the funding remains unspent. My question, what is the 
status of the capital improvement plans for Mount Weather? 

Mr. Fugate. Ongoing. That is why we actually reduced the re- 
quest. We had been requesting a certain amount of capital im- 
provements, and because we have a backlog of contract projects 
that have not been completed, we did not ask for that amount con- 
tinuing. We want to get caught up on the work we already have 
authorized to contractors and the bid selection in that process. So 
rather than just getting a reoccurring capital, we wanted to get 
through the backlog of projects that are currently under contract 
or out to bid to do that work. 

Mr. Aderholt. What is causing the delay? 

Mr. Fugate. Sir, as you know, this is a facility that has a lot of — 
in a setting that is open — I think I have to remind myself to be 
very careful how I phrase this. But it is a facility that has a lot 
of unique characteristics that require extraordinary efforts and se- 
curing contractors that can operate in that environment. Also, the 
IT and some of the other infrastructures, it is not just something 
that we solely have responsibility and authority over. We have 
other partners we have to engage in. And because of that, we felt 
that we had a backlog that we were working through. That work 
is being done in the capital improvement program. But because of 
that outstanding balance and the work still to be done, we did not 
feel it was necessary to continue requesting money, although this 
work will continue. We need to get caught up on the backlog at 
work, quite honestly, sir. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I can give you a better briefing on that, but 
it would have to be a briefing that we would do on a secure level 
to give you some of the numbers and the breakdowns. 

Mr. Aderholt. And we may follow up on that. 

But we thank you for coming here this morning and listening to 
our concerns and questions. 
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As I stated in my opening remarks, we are in this Nation in a 
fiscal crisis, one that requires tough decisions and responsible 
budgeting. That means, as you know, we can no longer fund known 
requirements through gimmicks or fund programs without having 
measurable outcomes. And certainly I think you and all of us know 
that the taxpayers deserve better. 

So, again, thank you for being here today. Thank for your testi- 
mony. Thank you for the work that you do at FEMA. We under- 
stand that you have many challenges at the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. So we look forward to working with you as 
we try to address these issues. 

The hearing is adjourned. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Robert Aderholt 

Administrator Craig Fugate, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 Budget Request - FEMA 
April 6,2011 


FEMA Disaster Relief Fund (PRFl 

Question: How will you complete the year when you are clearly short of the required funding in FYl I by an 
estimated $1 .5 billion? 

ANSWER: 

Based on our current estimates, taking into account the FY 201 ) enacted amount for the DRF, we anticipate that 
the DRF is adequately funded for FY 2011. 


Question: Please explain how you budgeted to the five-year average in FY12. which is $4.6 billion even 
though you only requested $1.8 billion in FY 12? 

ANSWER: 

The $ 1 .8 billion requested for the Disaster Relief Fund (DRF), per standard annual practice, reflects the 5-year 
rolling average of historical obligations for noncatastrophic events (tho.se less than $500 million in estimated 
obligations), less estimated recoveries for FY 2012. We also have a robust strategy in place to deobligate funds 
from past contracts and projects that are now complete and where we did not spend all the money originally 
obligated. Based on our experience in actively managing the unliquidated contract obligations in FY 2010, we 
are taking the same approach for Individual Assistance and Public Assistance grants in FY 2011, and anticipate 
that our projected recoveries will be greater than the $900 million estimate in the FY 2012 budget request. 


Question: How much of this shortfall can be otTset with recovered \ unobligated funding beyond the $900 
million already included in the budget request? 

ANSWER: 

As stated above, the $900 million is an outdated estimate. We are taking an aggressive approach in managing 
unliquidated obligations for Individual Assistance and Public Assistance grants in FY 201 1 and anticipate that 
our projected recoveries will be greater than $900 million. FEMA staff will keep Congressional staff apprised 
of new recovery estimates as they are available. 


Question: What about the $3 billion you need in FYl 2 to cover bills from prior year catastrophic events? 
Please provide the details by project? 
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ANSWER: 

Specific projects comprising FEMA’s $3 billion estimate required to support the ongoing major 
events for FY 2012 are pre-decisional. The following spreadsheet is a notional estimate by 
project type of the anticipated assistance to be provided in FY 2012. 


Public Assistance 
A Debris Removal 

B Protective Measures 

C Roads and Bridges 

D Water Control Facilities 

E Public Buildings 

F Public Utilities 

G Recreational or Other 


Totals 

96,980,285 

84,006,991 

202,547,447 

102,051,381 

1,490,017,378 

182,905,391 

63,754,504 


Total 


2,222,263,377 


Hazard Mitigation 


Safe Room 

Acquisition/Demolition 

Flood Control 

Elevation 

Drainage 

Retrofit 

Pump Station 


30,288,644 

30,512,067 

102,857,994 

424,654,379 

161,776,285 

21,828,976 

50,180 


Total 


771,968,525 


2,994,231,902 


Current Estimated Totals 
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Question: Will you be submitting a revised budget request, a budget amendment, or a list of programs to cut to 
address the inadequate request for disaster relief or are you expecting Congress to once again bail you out of 
this $5 billion dollar shortfall in FY12? 

ANSWER: 

The Administration is committed to working with Congress to ensure full funding for the DRF. Based on the 
variability in estimating disaster-related expenses, the Administration considers it most appropriate to budget 
annually for an average year of noncatastrophic disasters and seek supplemental appropriations for 
unpredictable catastrophic disasters. 

With regard to 2012, we will work closely with Congress to seek the funding necessary to pay for not only new 
disasters but for the continuing costs of previous disaster. If the need arises, the Administration will quickly 
seek Congressional approval for supplemental funding for the DRF. 


Grant Performance Metrics 


Question: Do you agree with us that there needs to be quantifiable metrics that measure capabilities - that 
measure if we are safer or more prepared? Specifically what are you doing in FY12 to address this issue? 

ANSWER: 

Both DHS and FEMA are committed to answering questions of preparedness with a greater degree of accuracy. 
Both quantifiable and qualitative data are used to measure our preparedness capabilities. 

Quantifiable performance metrics have been included in past FEMA doctrine, specifically the Target 
Capabilities List. Last year, the State Preparedness Report survey was conducted using a quantitative 1-10 scale 
that assessed both the status of these performance metrics and the likelihood of mission success. Currently, we 
are developing performance standards for 13 core capabilities necessary to address a “maximum of maximums” 
catastrophic meta-scenario. However, to achieve a true preparedness picture, qualitative metrics need to be 
integrated with quantitative measures. The diversity of our Nation, and the risks each community faces, 
requires an integrated approach. 

Per the recently approved Presidential Policy Directive-8 (PPD-8), the revised National Preparedness System 
(NPS) will align capability targets to the jurisdiction-specific hazards at all levels of government. Once targets 
are established and documented, the process of comparing current capability levels against required capability 
and resource needs will identify existing gaps that must be filled. These gaps are just as quantifiable and 
accountable as traditional performance metrics, while allowing each jurisdiction to set its own realistic 
expectations. This is precisely the vision that the Local, State, Tribal, and Federal Preparedness Task Force 
presented in its initial report to Congress. Moreover, FEMA has developed and inserted quantifiable grant 
effectiveness measures in the FY 201 1 Emergency Management Performance Grants (EMPG), State Homeland 
Security Grant Program (SHSGP), and Urban Area Security Initiative (UASI) preparedness grant guidance 
packages. In addition, we have partnered with the National Academy of Public Administration to develop 
additional grant effectiveness mea.sures for FEMA preparedness grant programs. 


Question: You just released a new Strategic Plan for 201 1-2014, how docs it address the need to have measure 
capability based on investments? 

ANSWER: 

FEMA recognizes that, as an organization and a member of the broader emergency management community, it 
must continue to evolve and adapt if it is to fulfill its mission successfully now and in the future. The FEMA 
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201 1-2014 Strategic Plan builds on the progress FEMA has made to date to create a stronger organization 
contributing to a more capable emergency management community. This plan focuses on four initiatives that 
will better enable FEMA to work with partners nationwide to create a more effective emergency management 
enterprise. Success of the FEMA Strategic Plan, like the success of all FEMA activities, is dependent on the 
full engagement and support of’ the entire emergency management community. FEMA is committed to 
continuing to reshape FEMA and enhance the practice of emei^ency management in the United States in order 
to ensure the security and resilience of our Nation and meet the needs of the American people before, during, 
and after a disaster. 

In regard to measuring FEMA capabilities based on investment(s), FEMA has been working to strengthen its 
Budget to Performance Integration (BPI). The objective of BPl is to enable leaders to look across the activities 
that FEMA performs and determine whether the organization’s resources are being optimally used to achieve its 
mission. Beginning in FY 2011, FEMA has been implementing a new performance improvement system that 
will enhance integration among FEMA's strategy, budget, and personnel resources, and performance 
management processes, and demonstrate the outcomes being achieved through Agency activities. FEMA has 
also established a new, formal performance review process in FY 2011, which has required the development of 
annual operating plans for all headquarters elements and regional offices. These mechanisms will allow FEMA 
to better evaluate how it is employing its resources in support of its strategy, the outcomes being achieved 
through the deployment of those resources, and the effectiveness with which these outcomes are being 
achieved. FEMA is committed to operating transparently and committed to evaluating its performance 
consistently in a manner that ensures accountability and improves both service delivery and mission 
effectiveness. 


FEMA First Responder Grant Execution 

Question: The Committee remains concerned with the slow execution of First Responder Grants. Each year, 
FEMA says they are working to improve the execution, but based on the latest data provided to the Committee, 
grantees continue to lag in expending their funds. What are you doing to address these issues? 

ANSWER: 

FEMA acknowledges a high unexpended balance of prior year grant funds. A review of awards made under 
FEMA’s Preparedness Grant programs clearly shows that nearly all grant funds were spent by grantees in 
support of approved projects. Between FY 2002 and FY 2005, an average of 1 . 1 2 percent of funds appropriated 
to the preparedness grant programs were returned to the U.S. Treasury. Yearly percentages of funds being 
returned to the U.S. Treasury ranged from a low of 0.5 percent to a high of 1 .5 percent. 

While FEMA monitors grantees’ expenditures and programmatic progress, unexpended balances are not the 
only indicator of progress being made to address security vulnerabilities. 

•Grants Program Directorate (GPD) deobligated between 0.5 and 1.5 percent of all allocated monies 
during FY 2002-FY 2005. Our data focused on FY 2002-FY 2005, which were the expressed years of 
concern regarding expired monies (monies being swept). 

•In the years reviewed, some have available balances. That is because some are either no-year monies or 
monies that have not yet expired (i.e. Assistance to Firefighter Grants (AFG)). 

For the Port Security Grant Program (PSGP) and Transit Security Grant Program (TSGP) grants, FEMA has 
strong partnerships with the United States Coa.st Guard and I'ransportation Security Administration (TSA) in 
managing these programs, along with continuous interaction from grantees, national associations, and other 
stakeholders for program improvement. FEMA has identified several reasons why high unexpended balances 
remain for both PSGP and TSGP: 
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• Many port and transit security projects are long-term, multi-phase projects, often spanning multiple 
grant years. Projects may not be completed imtil close to the end of the performance period, which is 
initially 3 years. Even with a 3-year performance period, FEMA extends many PSGP and TSGP grants 
up to the maximum 5-year funds availability limit with sufficient grantee justification. 

• PSGP and TSGP stakeholders often need to receive approvals from elected or appointed officials, 
boards, commissions, committees, executive officei^, etc. before beginning any work. 

• Grantees follow their local procurement procedures to ensure open competition. This includes 
developing specifications, bidding, awarding contracts, and executing projects. 

• PSGP Tier I and Tier II grantees were required to develop a Port-Wide Risk Management Plan during 
the FY 2007 Supplemental grant cycle. This plan needed to be approved by FEMA prior to submitting 
grant projects in FY 2007 Supplemental and subsequent years. Plans look anywhere from several 
months to over a year to complete. The good news is that FEMA has received and approved all plans 
from the original Tier I and 11 port areas. 

• Although grantees routinely incur expenses for projects, the drawdown of funds occurs on the grantees' 
schedule, often at the completion of a project, as these grants are dispersed on a reimbursable basis. 
FEMA does not have authority to mandate the drawdown of grant dollars at a specified time. FEMA 
encourages grantees to drawdown funds on a regular basis, and in January 2011, published an 
Information Bulletin to encourage grantees to draw down funds at least quarterly whenever possible. 

• As the same grantees receive funds year after year, the recipient pool may be saturated by the continued 
influx of DHS grant funding. Evidence of this may exist in grantees seeking expanded eligibility in the 
use of grant funds. 

Despite the progress that State and local jurisdictions have made in expending preparedness grant funding, there 
are obstacles. State and local recipients must comply with their own procurement rules, which may lead to 
delays in completing the procurement process. Furthermore, it is important for States to develop 
comprehensive plans on how to spend flomeland Security Grants in an effective manner to ensure that grant 
funding is being targeted appropriately. 

FEMA is continuing to work with those States that are experiencing challenge.s by providing technical 
assistance and oversight to ensure that grant funds are drawn down and spent appropriately. Recent 
enhancements include: 

• Increased efficiency within the Environmental Planning and Historical Preservation (EHP) and budget 
review processes, while providing EHP training to grantee project managers. The EHP effort decreased 
the average project review time from lOdays in FY 2009 to 4 days in FY 2010. 

• The phased release of planning and design funds prior to the removal of EHP holds, which provided 
grantees with the ability to begin projects and draw down sooner. 

• Conducted workshops and technical assistance visits, providing grantees with training on accepting, 
managing and reporting on awards. 

• Increased program staff onsite programmatic monitoring efforts which allowed staff to work with 
individual grantees to provide guidance and suggest strategies on project completion, how to access 
funds, and expedite the process of drawing down funds. 



425 


• Deveioped and distributed an Information Bulletin that emphasized the importance of timely grantee 
drawdowns on a quarterly basis. 


Question: Have you considered reducing the request for funds based on the amount of funds already in the 
pipeline? 

ANSWER: 

FEMA considers the Administration's FY 2012 budget request appropriate for the homeland security challenges 
currently facing our Nation’s first responders. 


Homeland Securit\' Presidential Directive 8 
(HSPD 8t 


Question: What are you doing to address the revised HSPD 8? Does your FY12 budget address the new 
plans? Please explain. 

ANSWER: 

FEMA is in the initial stages of implementing PPD-8 on National Preparedness (the revision to HSPD-8) to 
include: development of project plans, assignment of internal responsibilities, initial outlines, and outreach to 
external stakeholders and the Federal Interagency. FEMA’s FY 2012 request did address the anticipation of 
PPD-S, and we should have sufficient funds to address (he deliverables called for in the Directive. 


Question: Will you be rcvising your FYI2 budget request to address the goals of the revised Directive? 


ANSWER: 

No, many of the deliverables required under PPD-8 are consistent with existing legislative and prior Presidential 
directive requirements. The deliverables will be completed using FY 201 1 funding for the most part, and 
FEMA has adequate resources in the FY 2012 request to address the goals of the Directive. 


Mount Weather Continuity of Operations Programs 

Question: Mount Weather is a true strategic asset for our country. To address issues with aging facilities, 
since 2006, Congress has provided $155 million for capital improvement. However, I understand that much of 
the funding remains unspent. What is the status of the capital improvement plans at Mount Weather? 

ANSWER: 

The completion of Mount Weather Emergency Operations Center’s Capital Improvement projects and 
obligation of these funds is a lop priority. In FY 2011. more than $42 million has already been obligated toward 
planned capital improvement projects, and an additional $45 million is projected to be obligated by the end of 
this fiscal year. The $12 million appropriated by Congress for FY 201 1 is included in these figures. This will 
leave a balance of $16 million going into FY 2012. 
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The spreadsheet below contains obligation details for FY 2006 through FY 2012. Please note there are two FY 
201 1 columns. One column accounts for obligations to date during FY 201 K and the other is projected 
spending through the end of this fiscal year. The two columns combined equal the total funds projected to be 
obligated in FY 20 U. 
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Question: Why has there been such a significant delay in the obligation of these funds? 

ANSWER: 

Mt. Weather receives 2-ycar money and the expectation is that it will be obligated in 2 years. However, most 
projects and funding for capital improvement construction projects in the Federal Government run between 3 
and 5 years, thus keeping to the timeline can sometimes be problematic. Inherent in construction projects are 
delays in obligating funds. Projects go through several phases of requirements identification, design, proposal 
review, government cost estimating, approval, award and notification. In addition, the acquisition processes for 
classified projects can take more time. 

The timelines cannot always account for funding delays, scope of work modifications, classified contracting, 
and contractor protests. For example, in FY 2010, necessary design changes to Building #433 construction 
plans delayed obligation of FY 201 1 funds slated for that project. In FY 201 1, the revitalized Mount Weather 
Steering Committee realigned priorities and funding to address significant infrastructure deficiencies. FEMA 
agrees there was a delay and has made the completion of capital improvement projects and the obligation of 
funds a priority. 

We extend to you the opportunity to meet new Mount Weather leadership, be briefed on our priorities for 
capital improvements, and participate in a tour of the facility. 


Question: The FY12 budget includes even more funding for Mount Weather capital improvements. Why 
should we continue to provide funding when you cannot execute what you already have? 

ANSWER: 

Mount Weather continues to execute capital improvement projects as quickly as possible. This is evident in the 
fact that more than $42 million has already been obligated during FY 201 1, The completion of Mount Weather 
Emergency Operations Center's capital improvement projects and obligation of these funds is a lop priority. 
Critical FY 20 1 2 projects include: additional IT site improvements, replacement and upgrade of a dilapidated 
water distribution system, additional fire sprinkler systems, and other classified projects. Wc work diligently 
through all project phases to ensure the projects are completed as quickly as possible, meet mission 
requirements, and are the best possible use of taxpayer funds. 


Flood Mapping 

Question: A recent GAO report cited concerns with FEMA's flood map modernization program. Specifically, 
that while FEMA has taken steps to enhance the accuracy of flood maps, challenges remain related to 
implementing standards to ensure map accuracy. What actions are you taking to address the deficiencies 
identified in the GAO report? 

ANSWER: Our responses to the specific GAO recommendations include: 

GAO Recommendation 1: Establish separate measures and collect data needed to assess compliance with the 
Floodplain Boundary Standard for detailed and approximate flood studies. 

FEMA Action I: On December 15, 2010, FEMA initiated the implementation of the Coordinated Needs 
Management Strategy (CNMS). The CNMS system will provide significantly improved national tracking and 
reporting on the flood hazard data inventory. Flooding sources with new and updated flood hazards must 
comply with the floodplain boundary standard and CNMS will track the study method for each flooding source. 
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GAO Recommendation 2: Establish uniform guidance for the validation of existing engineering data to help 
FEMA fully implement the New, Validated, and Updated Engineering standard and provide a basis for mapping 
partners to validate flood hazard data. 

FEMA Action 2: On December 1 5, 201 0, FEMA issued guidance for validating existing engineering data and 
procedures to implement a full validation assessment of the flood map inventory utilizing the CNMS. FEMA 
will utilize these procedures to verify the validity of existing engineering data prior to the initiation of a new or 
revised engineering flood study. 

GAO Recommendation 3: Implement probability sampling during the independent verification and validation 
(IV&V) audit process to the extent that the benefits outweigh the costs, to ensure that the results can be 
generalized for decision making; 

FEMA Action 3: FEMA is assessing the costs, benefits, and feasibility of implementing probability sampling 
as a component of the Flood Hazard Mapping and Risk Analysis (Risk MAP) IV&V function. 

GAO Recommendation 4: Transfer IV&V back to an independent entity to help ensure impartiality 

FEMA Action 4: FEMA disagrees with this recommendation. FEMA believes that the quality audit function 
is more effective if it is integrated into the overall quality management process, rather than performed externally 
to the quality management process. FEMA is monitoring IV&V activities to minimize the potential for 
conflicts of interest and maintain the capability to task additional contractors or staff to perform specific IV&V 
assessments as needed. 

GAO Recommendation 5: Adopt a systematic approach to IV&V data collection, so FEMA can better track 
map quality issues, more easily analyze the data, and adopt a corrective action plan. 

FEMA Action 5: FEMA is working with the contractor performing audits to redesign the reporting of map 
quality issues. FEMA is assessing the feasibility of implementing additional data analysis capabilities as a 
component of the Risk MAP IV&V function. 


Question: Many of us here in Congress are concerned with the modeling used when communities do not have 
fully certified levees. In these cases, the models FEMA uses assume the locations arc “without levee” — which 
means levees do not exist — yet in many of these areas there are levees, albeit with some deficiencies. These 
types of classifications could lead to the devaluation of property and impact potential economic growth 
opportunities. Why does FEMA continue to use the “without levee’* scenario in models and what are you doing 
to discontinue or the use? 

ANSWER: 

FEMA no longer uses the “without levee” scenario. FEMA is committed to improving the approach to 
modeling flood risk behind uncertified levees on March 10, 2011. FEMA has begun to develop a series of 
targeted modeling approaches to replace our previous approach. FEMA is temporarily withholding the issuance 
of Final Determinations for those communities whose levees do not meet accreditation requirements and would 
clearly benefit from the new approaches. 


Question: The FY12 request includes $102 million for remapping, a reduction of 50% from FYIO. What is the 
rationale for this reduction? And what is the impact on the remapping program? 
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ANSWER: 

The decrease in funding through FY 2012 has impacts to the delivery of Risk MAP. In order to achieve the 
vision for Risk MAP at the community level, FEMA will not sacrifice quality of flood risk products provided to 
communities, but will not be able to deliver products for as many communities within watersheds through FY 
2012 as originally envisioned in the Risk MAP multi-year plan. It will reduce the number of riverine miles of 
floodplains updated by 50,000 to 60,000 miles each year. FEMA estimates this reduction will impact 500 to 
700 communities and 6 percent to 8 percent of the U.S. population each year. In terms of maps, the impact will 
be 6.000 to 8,400 maps less per year because of the reduction from $220 million to $103 million. Given the 
lower funding level proposed for FY 2012, FEMA will adapt its project sequencing process in an aim to keep 
pace with the eroding reliability of the flood hazard analyses and maps. Below is a table showing a comparison 
of total funding (NFIP, Risk MAP) from FY 201 1 to FY 2012 request. 


Risk MAP Program Funding 

FY 2011 

Actual 

FY 2012 
Proposed 

National Flood Insurance Fund 

$116,968,882 

$117,705,761 

Flood Hazard Mapping & Risk 
Analysis 

$181,636,000 

$102,712,000 

Total 

$298,604,882 

$220,417,761 


FEMA'*s Strategic Plan 


Question: Administrator Fugate, I want to commend you on the release last month of a new updated strategic 
plan covering years 2011-2014. As Chairman Rogers so frequently reminds us... government need to “'■plan 
their work and work their plan.” 

ANSWER: 

The FEMA 2011 - 2014 Strategic Plan has specific outcomes associated with each of the four initiatives. These 
outcomes were assigned to various Directorates/Regions/Officc(s) for them to develop implementation plans for 
the outcome described. The Directoraies/Regions/Office(s) were given 60 days to develop implementation 
plans that are to be provided to the Office of Policy and Program Analysis (OPPA) by the end of May 201 1 . 
These implementation plans then will be monitored and evaluated by OPPA to ensure they are tracking with the 
proposed implementation schedule. 

How will the plan influence FEMA budget request and execution? 


ANSWER: 

As we develop the implementation plans and new or updated programs are developed to support achievement of 
the intended outcomes, FEMA will align these programs with the strategic direction outlined in the FEMA 201 1 
-- 2014 Strategic Plan. Alignment with the strategic direction has been incorporated with our performance 
management and budget processes. 

Do you foresee changes in your budget and execution based on the new plan? 

ANSWER: 

Working within the boundaries of our appropriations, FEMA has already substantively realigned its resources to 
correlate with the FEMA Administrator's Intent document. FEMA will continue to realign as appropriate and 
necessary to the strategic plan to accomplish the FEMA mission. 




431 


Question: How will FEMA measure progress in impiementing the plan? 

ANSWER: 

Directorates/Regions/Office(s) responsible for developing the implementation plans also include metrics and a 
milestone schedule that will be monitored by the OPPA. OPPA will then advise FEMA Senior Leadership on 
the progress of implementing the initiatives and proposed outcome(s). 

The plan says you will develop indicators and schedules, but do you actually have a plan to do this? As we 
previously discussed, the lack of metrics has been a continuing concern to the Committee. 

ANSWER: 

Yes, responsible Directorates/Regions/Offlce(s) have been notified through a guidance memorandum, which 
was followed by an instruction document requesting at a minimum the following information. The 
Implementation and Reporting Plans contain at a minimum the following sections: 

• Overview: Briefly describes the strategic initiative and implementation action the Directorate, Region, 
or Office is responsible to implement. 

• Goals, Objectives, and Challenges to Implementing the Key Outcome: What will be accomplished and 
are there any challenges? The goals and objectives should be related to actions/activities to achieving 
the Key Outcome(s). This section could also describe potential challenges, if any, to implementing the 
Key Outcome. 

• Outcomes; Provide details of the Key Outcomes to be achieved including milestones and 
responsibilities of any other Directorate, Region, and/or Office. For consistency to other program 
performance management requirements coordinate the outcomes developed with the OPPA. 

• Performance Narrative: Defines what success looks like and how you gauge your level of effectiveness 
toward implementation of the outcomes identified. 

• Interdependencies: Describes any other FEMA Directorate, Region, and/or Office activities that are 
essential to the successful achievement of the Key Outcome. 


Financial And Staffing Accountability 

Question: In FYIO wc provided you an additional $35 million to fund a “structural pay shortfall” after it was 
discovered that you had some significant pay deficiencies. What changes have you made to assure us that this 
will not happen again and have you implemented all the changes? 

ANSWER: 

FEMA staff has worked closely with the Congress since FY 2009 to mutually address FEMA's structural pay 
shortfall. Since that point, FEMA has implemented a number of controls to include staffing plans. Office of the 
Chief Financial Officer (OCFO) review and approval of all hiring actions, and 'salary caps’ for each FEMA 
office that is reported on FEMA-wide biweekly reports. These and other changes have been fully implemented 
throughout FEMA. Additionally, FEMA has fully funded its pay requirements in the President’s FY 201 1 and 
2012 Budgets. 
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GPD/NPD 


Question: Please provide the funding level and FTE for the Grants Program Directorate (GPD) and National 
Preparedness Directorate for FYs lO&l 1. As well, provide the estimated funding level under the President’s 
Budget request. Additionally, how many grants does each FTE oversee on average? 

ANSWER: 


Stat^and Loca^ Appropriations 


Grant Programs Directorate 



FY 2010 


FY 201 1 

FY 2012 




FTE 

FTE 


FTE 

SALP 

31,029,416 

189 

30,063,270 i 189 

30,063,270 

189 

EMPG 

10,200,000 

15 

10,180,000 ; 15 

10,180,000 

15 

AFG 

36,770,584 

67 

33,905,220 ^ 67 

33,905,220 

67 








National Preparedness Directorate 


■ 


FY2010 

FY2011 

FY 2012 



. FTE 

: FTE 


FTE i 

SALP 

315,500,000 

253 

293,900,000 i 253 

204,604,000 

253 1 

REff 

37,000,000 

53 

33,000.000 i 53 

37.000.000 

53 

CSEPP 

107,700,000 i 

16 

94,000.000 i 16 

72,800,000 

16 i 


*Does not include iivsourcing numbers 


The question of FTEs to number of grants is complex due to the organizational structure of GPD and the full 
breadth of both programmatic and financial responsibility. 

GPD is responsible for programmatic and financial oversight for the suite of preparedness grants that 
encompass homeland security and AFG grant programs. In any given year, there are approximately 18,000 
open grants. Currently GPD has 70 FTEs that have programmatic responsibility and 30 FTEs that have 
financial responsibility of the preparedness grant suite. Additionally, the same 30 FTEs also have financial 
responsibility for 496 additional open grants in the areas of United Slates Fire Administration (USFA), 
Response, NPD, Mitigation, and Urban Search and Rescue (USR). For the purpose of this question, GPD 
estimates each of the 79 FTEs with programmatic oversight manages 227 open grants, and for financial 
oversight each of the 30 FTE has approximately 700 open grants. 

Question: Please provide execution information for ail grants from FY02 through present broken out by grant 
program and stale. 

ANSWER: 

Please see the tables below for Western. Central, and Eastern Regions for FY 2002-2010. 
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Western Region: Alaska, American Samoa, Arizona, California, Colorado, Guam, Hawaii, Idaho, Marshall 
Islands, Micronesia, Montana, Nevada. North Dakota, North Mariana, Oregon. South Dakota, Utah, 
Washington, and Wyoming. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Robert Aderholt 

Administrator Craig Fugate, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 Budget Request ~ FEMA 
April 6,2011 


Emergency Management Assistance Compact 

Question: What level of funding is in the FEMA base budget for the Emergency Management Assistance 
Compact (FMAC)? 

ANSWER: 

The amount requested in FY 2012 {S2 million) represents the base requirement for EMAC. 

What level of funding has been provided for EMAC from F Y08- 1 1 ? What is requested for F Y 1 2? 
ANSWER: 


FY 2007 enacted 
FY 2008 enacted 
FY 2009 enacted 

FY 2010 enacted 

FY 2011 enacted 

FY 2012 request 


$ 3.5 million 
$ 1.6 million 

NOT FUNDED (due to funds still available from the prior year EMAC 
cooperative agreements from FY 2007 and FY 2008) 

$ 4.0 million (funded an EMAC cooperative agreement covering a 2-year period 
of perfonnance) 

NOT FUNDED (covered by the 2-year cooperative agreement funded in FY 
2010) 

$ 2.0 million 

Note: In FY 2012, FEMA intends to return to a 1 -year period of performance for 
the EMAC cooperative agreements, which is why the drop in allocation from $4 
million in FY 2010 to $2 million in FY 2012. 


Emergency Management Institute 

Question: What level of funding is in the FEMA base budget for the Emergency Management Institute (EMI)? 
ANSWER: 

The amount requested in FY 2012 ($9 million) represents the base requirement for EMI. 

What level of funding has been provided for EMI from FY()8-U? What is requested for FY12? 


ANSWER: 
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FY 2008 enacted 
FY 2009 enacted 
FY 2010 enacted 
FY20n enacted 
FY 2012 request 


S 5.7 million 
S 7.3 million 
$ 9.0 million 
S 9.0 million 
S 9.0 million 


National Incident Management System - Support Center (NIMS-SC) 

Question: What level of funding is in the FEMA base budget for the National Incident Management System - 
Support Center (NIMS-SC)? 

ANSWER: 

The amount to be determined as the funding level for NIMS-SC in FY 2012 will be representative of the base 
requirement for NIMS-SC. 


What level of funding has been provided for NIMS-SC from FY08-1 1? What is requested for FY12? 


ANSWER: 

FY 2008 enacted 
FY 2009 enacted 
FY 2010 enacted 
FY 201 1 enacted 

FY 2012 request 


$ 7.3 million 
$ 3-8 million 
$ 3.4 million 

Pre-decisional at the program level, annual spend plans yet to be finalized 
for FY 201 1 all NPD programs 
Pre-decisional, currently being evaluated 


Disaster Support 

Question: Please provide a spend plan for the disaster support account for FY 1 1 and estimate spend plan for 
FY12. 

ANSWER: 

The FY 201 1 spend plan for the Disaster Readiness and Support (DRS) account is anticipated to be sent to 
Congress mid-June 2011. 


Firefighter Assistance Grants 

Question: The Department issues equipment grants for firefighters, in addition to funding provided for 
firefighter personnel. How do these equipment grants contribute to overall safely capabilities of fire 
departments and what impact docs that have on local insurance premiums? 

ANSWER: 

The AFG impacts the local responders* capabilities by providing basic services within their community. A 
study compiled by the USFA, in conjunction with the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA), showed 
that many fire departments are still lacking the basic necessary equipment and training to meet their mission. 
For example, more than 60 percent of tire departments are using personal protective equipment that is outdated 
and does not meet current standards, which can result in significant health and safely risks to the firefighters. 
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Many departments still lack sufficient communication equipment necessary to communicate between fire 
ground staff and other responders. According to NFPA, fire departments respond to a call every 23 seconds. In 
order to respond to these calls adequately and safely, responders need basic equipment, gear, and vehicles. As 
illustrated in the NFPA/USFA study, basic equipment needs are still lacking in many fire departments across 
the country. 

Firefighter safety is impacted directly by the department’s ability to conduct its mission to protect lives and 
property with limited resources to purchase the necessary equipment. With respect to local insurance 
premiums, the Insurance Services Office rates communities fire protection capabilities. Insurance companies 
use this rating when establishing local premiums. The equipment and training provided by AFG contribute to 
the overall capabilities potentially impacting insurance premiums. 


Reception and Representation 

Question: f low does FEMA plan to utilize its reception and representation expenses in 2012? To date, how 
much has been spent in 20 1 1 and what is the plan for the remainder of the fiscal year? Please provide details on 
each expenditure. 

ANSWER: 

• To date, in FY 201 1 , the Office of the Administrator has used $79.90 from the fund to support the lunch 
expenses for hosting the March 28. 201 1 FEMA-Public Safety Symposium & Knowledge Exchange for 
10 Canadian delegates. 

• For future 201 1 expenses, we plan to authorize funds to support the Australia Bilateral Meeting in 
Hawaii with Region IX scheduled for May 23-27, 2011. The estimated e.xpense is expected to be $350- 
$475, based on attendance. These funds will support a reception following the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NCAA) Tsunami Warning Center visit, a working lunch on the first day. 
and activities associated with the meeting. 

• While additional expenses for 201 1 may occur; wc do not have any other planned costs at this time. 


Hiring 

Question: Please list the number, by office and pay grade level, of all FKMA employees hired non- 
competitively in fiscal year 2010. 

ANSWER: See table below. 


FEMA ORGANIZA I'ION 

NUMBER 

PAY GRADE LEVEL 

National Capital Region 
Coordination 


13 

National Preparedness 


7 

Management 

2 

11 (l);9(l) 

Federal Insurance and Mitigation 
Administration (FIMA) - Insurance 


9 

Policy & Program Analysis 


II 

Disaster Operations 

2 

9 

Region IV 

2 

12 

Region IX 

2 

13(1); 11 (1) 
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Region X 


5 [ 12(1); 9 (2); 7 (2) 


Question: Please provide for the record, the number of noncompetitive contracts FEMA has entered into in 
fiscal year 2010. what is anticipated in 201 1 and 2012, and an explanation as to why a non-competitive contract 
was chosen. As part of this response, please clearly delineate other transactional agreements and those 
purchases made from the GSA approved listings. 

ANSWER: The total number of new contract actions (not counting modifications) for FY 2010 was 4,582. 

'fhis equated to $576,408.1 34. 

The total number of noncompetitive new contract actions awarded in FY 2010 was 743. This represents 16,22 
percent of the total number of new^ contract actions awarded. The reason for those noncompetitive awards is 
provided in the following table. 


Category 

FY 2010 Actions Volume 
[# of Contract Awards] 

FY 2010 Actions Dollars 
[$ Obligated] 

Noncompetitive Delivery Order 

7 

$108,685.51 

Not Available for Competition 

150 

$26,273,135.21 

Not Competed 

302 

$26,574,973.84 

Not Competed - Simplified Acq. 

Proc. 

260 

$28,853,926.68 

Follow-on to Competed Action 

24 

$206,279.14 

TOTAL Noncompetitive 

743 

$82,017,000.38 


• Noncompetitive Delivery Order: Awards issued under multiple-award, indefinite delivery, indefinite 
quantity contracts that were not competed amongst the awardees pursuant to Federal Acquisition 
Regulations (FAR) Part 16.5. 

• Not Available for Competition: The action is not available for competition, e.g.. awards directed to 
Ability One. UNICOR, or a regulated utility in accordance with FAR Part 41. 

• Not Competed: This includes actions awarded pursuant to FAR Part 6.3 - Other than Full and Open 
Competition, e.g., a follow-on contract, awards to a unique source, awards to vendors with patent or data 
rights, utilities contracts, and urgency. 

• Not Competed - Simplified Acquisition Process: This includes actions issued pursuant to FAR Part 1 3. 

• Follow-on to Competed Action: This is an action which follows an existing competed action and meets 
the definition at FAR 6.302-l(a)(2)(ii). Competition would result in duplication of costs or unacceptable 
delays. 

Anticipated Noncompetitive Contracts in FYs 201 land 2012 - The percentage of FY 2010 contracts (new and 
modified) FEMA awarded competitively is approximately 88.4 percent. This figure represents an improvement 
of 4.2 percentage points from the FY 2009 figure. This increase in efficiency would equate to approximately 
$53M in savings using FY 2010 Total Awards [4.2% X $! .264B| or $59M using the FY 2009 Total Awards 
[4.2% X S1.406B|. FEMA will strive to exceed the 88.4 percent competition rate in FY 2012. 

Other Transactional Agreements - FEMA did not enter into any other transactional agreements. 
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Noncompetitive Purchases through GSA Schedule Contracts - There were 1 5 noncompetitive contract actions 
based on GSA Schedule contracts. 


Question: In total, how much of your awards are competitive? Please answer in dollar amount and percentage. 

ANSWER: FEMA awarded 6,814 actions (new and modified) valued at $1,264,883,203, as used/reported in 
FPDS-NG Standard Reports. The number in the following table is approximately 88.4 percent of the total 
awarded dollars of $1,264,883,203. 

FY 2010 Contract Actions Inclusive of New Actions and Modifications 



' All Actions Dollars 

Category 

j f$ Obligated! 

Competitively Awarded 

1 $1,1 18,152,078 1 88-4% 


Question: Update and submit, through the most recent month available, the list provided in last year's hearing 
record regarding Sole Source Contracts. Organize by contractor, purpose, appropriation account, dollar award, 
full performance value, contract start date, contract end date, and reason for sole-source. 

ANSWER: FEMA generates a quarterly listing of disaster-related, noncompetitive actions in support of the 
FEMA Disaster Contracts Quarterly Report to Congress. That listing formed the basis for FEMA's prior 
response and is the same format provided below. The data below are for the 2'’'^, 3'^ and 4‘*’ quarters of FY 
2010, and the U' quarter of FY 2011. This information is compiled every quarter and includes the contractor 
name, requirement descriptions program code, obligation amount, issue date, completion date, and rea-son not 
competed for every action. 
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Question: Please provide for the record a list of all FEMA contracts, grants and other transactions where work 
is performed outside of the United States. Organize by contractor, purpose, dollar award, full performance 
value, contract start date, and contract end date. 

ANSWER: 

The U.S. Agency for International Development provided $21,844 in funds to the Asia Foundation to contract 
with FEMA to develop a training project to improve leadership and coordination of disaster management in 
China. FEMA entered into a Memorandum of Underetanding with the Asia Foundation to provide the Chinese 
Academy of Governance, National Institute of Emergency Management (NIHM) with technical assistance and 
training in emergency management. Activities include hosting a study tour delegation from China to the EMI, 
delivering adapted Master Exercise Practitioner training in Beijing in August 201 !, and hosting a NIEM faculty 
member at the EMI for residential training. FEMA staff will be accompanied by a contractor who has not yet 
been selected. The agreement start date was February 9, 201 1, and the agreement end date is December 31, 
2012 . 


Bonuses 


Question: Please provide a table showing how much is requested in the 20 1 0 budget for bonuses for FEMA 
political employees, FEMA SES employees, and FEMA non-SES employees. 

ANSWER: 

FEMA did not have a budget in FY 2010 for political appointee bonuses, either SES or non-SES political 
appointees. 








90 

Management and Administration 

$ 6.463,647 

77 

U. S. Fire Administration 

193.704 

27 

Mount Weather 

471,221 

9B 

Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedness Program 

100.000 

MO 

Assistance to Firefighters Grants 

119,001 

EO 

Emergency Management Performance Grants 

27.000 

68 

Radiological Emergency Preparedness Program 

271,000 

5 

National Flood Insurance Fund - Discretionary 

521,600 

5 

National Flood Insurance Fund - Mandatory 

36,001 

44 

Flood Map Modernization 

94.000 

69 

National Predisaster Mitigation Fund 

29,000 

06 

Disaster Relief Fund 

2,116,990 




SES Award Budget (not included in the chart above) 

$ 440,311 
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Total FY 2010 FEMA Award Budget 


$ 10.883.475 


Question: Please list all FEMA SES bonuses provided in 20i0 by position, office, and bonus amount. 
ANSWER: Please see table below. 


FEMA SES Bonuses - CY 2010 


POSITION 

OFFICE 

BONUS AMOUNT 

Deputy Assistant Administrator. 
U.S. Fire Administration 

Deputy ADM Direct Reports 

$6,120 

Associate Deputy Administrator 

Deput>' ADM Direct Reports 

$8,085 

Dep. Asst. Admin.. Mitigation 

Deputy ADM Direct Reports 

$8,388 

Regional Administrator {Region iV 
Atlanta) 

Deputy ADM Direct Reports 

$7,672 

Chief Counsel. FEMA 

Deputy ADM Direct Reports 

$15,000 

Deputy Director. 

External Affairs 

External Affairs 

$6,587 

Deputy Director, 

Policy and Program Analysis 

Policy 

$7,897 

Chief Financial Officer 

Mission Support Bureau 

$16,861 

CIO/Director, 

Information Technology Division 

Mission Support Bureau 

$8,510 

Director, 

Office of Acquisition Management 

Mission Support Bureau 

$8,191 

Asst. Administrator. 

Mgmt. Directorate 

Mi.ssion Support Bureau 

$17,970 

Deputy Chief Counsel. FEMA 

Chief Counsel 

$12,000 

Deputy Assistant Administrator, 
Disaster Operations 
(EOD; 6/20/10) 

Response/Recovery 

$ 17,091 

Chief, Risk Reduction Branch 
(Mitisation) 

Response/Recovery 

$8,191 

Asst. Administrator, Logistics 
Management 

Response/Recovery 

$8,216 

Chief. 

Operations Mgmt. Division. 
Disaster Operations 

Response/Recoveiy 

$17,784 

Deputy Director, 

Office of National Continuity 
Programs 

Preparedness 

$8,510 

Asst. Deputy Administrator for 
Nat'} Preparedness 

Preparedness 

$8,892 

Director. 

National Exercise Division 
(EOD: 12/6/09) 

Preparedness 

$8,421 

Director. 

Technological Hazards Division 

Preparedness 

$8,606 
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Deputy Director for Insurance [ FIMA 


$7,783 


Question: Please list by office and pay grade level the number of non-SES employees who received a bonus or 
quality step increase (qsi) in 2010, the total bonus/qsi e^q^ditures for the particular office and pay grade, and 
the total number of employees in the office and pay grade. 

ANSWER: Please see tables below. 


FEMA NoD’SES Awards 
CY2010 


f)r!9innaiiin 1 Uiadc 




i JltpltlM' 

es 

Administrator 

06 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

642.24 

2 

Administrator 

06 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

500.00 

1 

Administrator 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

13,118.38 

45 

Administrator 

07 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

3,498.77 

6 

Administrator 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

22,000.00 

25 

Administrator 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

20,324.61 

52 

Administrator 

09 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

11.240.05 

14 

Administrator 

09 

INDFV CASH AWARD NRB 

28,340.00 

34 

Administrator 

n 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

30,274.68 

73 

Administrator 

11 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

3,425.57 

4 

Administrator 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

60,974.00 

67 

Administrator 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

49,668.62 

77 

Administrator 

12 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

23,413.14 

23 

74 

Administrator 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

85,520.00 

Administrator 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

21,845.47 

25 i 

Administrator 

13 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,725.06 

1 

Administrator 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

45,000.00 

33 

Administrator 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

13,824.70 

12 

Administrator 

14 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

3,829.92 

2 

Administrator 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

32,842.00 

119,979.02 

24 

87 

Administrator 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

Administrator 

15 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

480.62 

I 

Administrator 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

137,154.00 

38 

Administrator 

Total 



729,620.85 

720 

Chief Financial 

Ofcr 

00 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

8,525.00 

9 
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Chief Financial 

Ofcr 

05 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

269.94 

1 

Chief Financial 

Ofcr 

05 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

8,150.00 

10 

Chief Financial 

Ofcr 

06 

INDIVIDUAL CASH AWARD 
RB 

150.00 

1 

Chief Financial 

Ofcr 

06 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,350.00 

4 

Chief Financial 

Ofcr 

07 

INDIVIDUAL CASH AWARD 
RB 

300.00 

2 

ChiefFinancial 

Ofcr 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

9,350.00 

9 

ChiefFinancial 

Ofcr 

09 

INDIVIDUAL CASH AWARD 
RB 

1,000.00 

1 

ChiefFinancial 

Ofcr 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

910.34 

2 

ChiefFinancial 

Ofcr 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

8,425.00 

5 

ChiefFinancial 

Ofcr 

11 

INDIVIDUAL CASH AWARD 
RB 

500.00 

2 

ChiefFinancial 

Ofcr 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

21,525.00 

14 

ChiefFinancial 

Ofcr 

12 

INDIVIDUAL CASH AWARD 
RB 

1,000.00 

2 

ChiefFinancial 

Ofcr 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

4,883.84 

5 

ChiefFinancial 

Ofcr 

12 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,922.91 

2 

ChiefFinancial 

Ofcr 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

41,750.00 

23 

ChiefFinancial 

Ofcr 

13 

INDIVIDUAL CASH AWARD 
RB 

500.00 

1 

ChiefFinancial 

Ofcr 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,989.10 

3 

ChiefFinancial 

Ofcr 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

68,950.00 

35 

ChiefFinancial 

Ofcr 

14 

INDIVIDUAL CASH AWARD 
RB 

510.00 

2 

Chief Finfflicial 

Ofcr 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

9,356.48 

7 

ChiefFinancial 

Ofcr 

14 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

4,153.94 

3 

ChiefFinancial 

Ofcr 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

72,565.11 

27 

ChiefFinancial 

Ofcr 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

4,743.96 

3 

ChiefFinancial 

Ofcr 

15 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

3,178.45 

2 

ChiefFinancial 

Ofcr 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

51,250.00 

15 
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Chief Financial 
Offer Total 



331409.07 

190 

Disaster Assistance 

00 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

6,500.00 

3 

Disaster Assistance 

05 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

607.36 

2 

Disaster Assistance 

06 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,898.47 

6 

Disaster Assistance 

06 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

2,194.84 

7 

Disaster Assistance 

06 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

19,500.00 

7 

Disaster Assistance 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

388.32 

1 

Disaster Assistance 

07 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

2,017.14 

6 

Disaster Assist^ce 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

19,125.00 

7 

Disaster Assistence 

08 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,500.00 

2 

Disaster Assistance 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

21,569.36 

68 

Disaster Assistance 

09 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

36,577.34 

89 

Disaster Assistance 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

134,625.00 

64 

Disaster Assistance 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

11,074.62 

21 

Disaster Assistance 

11 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

26,070.64 

70 

Disaster Assistance 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

137,625.00 

58 

Disaster Assistance 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

20,878.28 

30 

Dis^er Assistance 

12 

GROUP TTME-OFF-AWARD 

9,566.25 

14 

Disaster Assistance 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

176,625.00 

65 

Disaster Assistance 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

10,405.69 

10 

Disaster Assistance 

13 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

7,030.04 

10 

"41 

Disaster Assistance 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

120,000.00 

Disaster Assistance 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,371.21 

1 

Disaster Assistance 

14 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

937.66 

1 

Disaster Assistance 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

106,000.00 

34 

Disaster Assistance 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

34,500.00 

14 

Disaster 

Assistance Total 



911,587.22 

631 

Disaster Operations 

00 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

672.57 

1 

Disaster Operations 

06 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,500.00 

1 

Disaster Operations 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

454.84 

1 

Disaster Operations 

07 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

202.15 

1 

Disaster Operations 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

23,500.00 

8 

Disaster Operations 

08 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,500.00 

4 

Disaster Operations 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

19,250.00 

10 

Disaster Operations 

10 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,300.00 

1 

Disaster Operations 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,346.57 

2 
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Disaster Operations 

11 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,375.51 

3 

Disaster Ot^rations 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

32,000,00 

18 

Disaster Operations 

12 

GROUP AWARD-CH 45 

12,375,00 

11 

Disaster Operations 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

16,240.46 

26 

Disaster Operations 

12 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

23,455.94 

39 

Disaster Operations 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

210,589.00 

133 

Disaster Operations 

13 

GROUP AWARD-CH 45 

1,250.00 

2 

Disaster Operations 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

10,233.44 

7 

Disaster Operations 

13 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,398.64 

2 

Disaster Operations 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

178,665.11 

93 

Di^ster Oiterations 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

10,451.04 

7 

Disaster Operations 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

154,593.00 

69 

Disaster Operations 

15 

GROUP AWARD-CH 45 

1,125.00 

1 

Disaster Operatiora 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,333.40 

1 

Disaster Operations 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

93,000.00 

34 

Disaster 

Operations Total 



801,811.67 

475 

Equal Rights 

00 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

5,000.00 

10 

Equal Rights 

04 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

750.00 

1 

Equal Rights 

06 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

145.60 

1 

Equal Rights 

06^ 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,500.00 

1 

Equal Rights 

08 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

856.26 

1 

Equal Rights 

08 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

209.04 

1 

Equal Rights 

08 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,500.00 

I 

Equal Rights 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

409.01 

1 

Equal Rights 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

900.00 

1 

Equal Rights 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,705.17 

3 

Equal Rights 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

5,900.00 

5 

Equal Rights 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,435.02 

1 

Equal Rights 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

11,593.00 

7 

Equal Rights 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

364.04 

1 

Equal Rights 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

3,300.00 

2 

Equal Rights 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,371.21 

1 

Equal Rights 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

7,500.00 

3 

Equal Rights 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

6,000.00 

1 

Equal Rights Total 



50,438.35 

42 

External Affairs 

00 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,780,00 

6 

External Affairs 

04 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

600.00 

2 
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External Affeirs 

05 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,500.00 

5 

External Affairs 

08 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

2,250.00 

2 

External Affairs 

09 

INDFV CASH AWARD NRB 

3,375.00 

3 

External Affairs 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

5,875.00 

4 

External Affeirs 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

688.80 

1 

External Affairs 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

23,250.00 

12 

External Affairs 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

793.49 

1 

External Affturs 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

26,500.00 

14 

External Affairs 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

937.66 

1 

External Affairs 

14 

INDFV CASH AWARD NRB 

52,725.00 

27 

External Afl&irs 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

36,225.00 

16 

External Affair 
Total 



156,499.95 

94 

Fed Ins & 

Mitigation 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

804.50 

1 

Fed Ins & 

Mitigation 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

8,564.60 

3 

Fed Im & 
Mitigation Total 



9469.10 

4 

FEMA 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

950.00 

1 

FEMA 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

707.93 

1 

FEMA Total 



1,657.93 

2 

FIMA - Insurance 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

172.59 

1 

FIMA - Insurance 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,557.20 

1 

FIMA “ Insurance 

08 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

698.78 

1 

FIMA - Insurance 

08 

INDFV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,167.90 

1 

FIMA - Insurance 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

282.00 

1 

FIMA - Insurance 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,900.29 

4 

FIMA - Insurance 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

5,839.50 

3 

FIMA - Eisurance 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

4,293.11 

5 

FIMA - Insurance 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

6,228.80 

3 

FIMA - Insui^ce 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

31,439.53 

33 

FIMA - Insurance 

13 

INDFV CASH AWAIFD NRB 

49,051.80 

24 

FIMA - Insurance 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

16,141.82 

14 

FIMA - Imiurance 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

25,831.20 

12 

FIMA - Insurance 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

15,251.04 

12 

FIMA - Insurance 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

28,441.80 

11 
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FIMA - Insurance 
Total 



189^97.36 

126 

FIMA - Mitigation 

08 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

262.04 

1 

FIMA - Mitigation 

08 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

458,00 

1 






FIMA - Mitigation 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

257.26 

1 

FIMA - Mitigation 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,657.91 

4 

FIMA - Mitigation 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

2,725.10 

2 

FIMA - Mitigation 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

4,577.71 

6 

FIMA - Mitigation 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

2,335.80 

1 

FIMA - Mitigation 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

31,015.81 

31 

FIMA - Mitigation 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

36,597.60 

17 

FIMA - Miti^tion 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

39,124.03 

35 

FIMA - Mtigation 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

57,337.60 

26 

FIMA - Mitigation 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

9,177.81 

9 

FIMA - Mitigation 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

29,197.93 

10 

FIMA - Mitigation 
Total 



215,724.60 

144 

Fire Administration 

06 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

359.12 

2 

Fire Administration 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

4,282,37 

14 

Fire Administration 

07 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

334.38 

1 

Fire Administration 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

20,750.00 

16 

Fire Administration 

08 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,762.68 

5 

Fire Administration 

08 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

14.500.00 

8 

Fire Administration 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

4,404.07 

9 

Fire Administration 

09 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

488.15 

1 

Fire Administration 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

8,200.00 

7 

Fire Administration 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,971.42 

3 

Fire Administration 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

23,050.00 

17 

Fire Administration 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

10,092.95 

15 

Fire Administration 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

20,500.00 

19 

Fire Administration 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

13,982.75 

24 

Fire Administration 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

65,700.00 

45 

Fire Administration 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

5,775.50 

6 
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Fire Administration 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

14,750.00 

16 

Fire Administration 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

6,000.00 

6 

Fire 

Adlministration 

Total 



216,903.39 

214 

Florida Long Term 

06 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

151.64 

1 

Florida Long Term 

06 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

463.00 

1 

Florida Long Term 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

961.60 

6 

Florida Long Term 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

926.00 

2 

Florida Long Term 

08 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

806.89 

3 

Florida Long Term 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,922.18 

12 

Florida Long Term 

09 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,246.17 

6 

Florida Long Term 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

14,964.00 

17 

Florida Long Term 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,628.57 

9 

Florida Long Term 

11 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,808.80 

6 

Florida Long Term 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

7,093.00 

9 

Florida Long Tenn 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,758.42 

5 

Florida Long Term 

12 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

622.04 

2 

Florida Long Term 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

13.200.00 

18 

Florida Long Term 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

6,680.70 

6 

Florida Long Term 

13 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

431.26 

1 

Florida Long Term 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

13,723.00 

13 

Florida Long Term 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

6,844.40 

4 

Florida Long Term 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,857.00 

5 

Florida Long Term 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,000.00 

2 

Florida Long 

Term Total 



86,088.67 

128 

General Counsel 

00 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

8,940.00 

22 

Ckneral Counsel 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

501.57 

1 

General Counsel 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

340.00 

1 

General Counsel 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,551.78 

6 

General Counsel 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

5,391.00 

4 

General Counsel 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,267.05 

3 

Genei^ Counsel 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

340.00 

1 

General Counsel 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

7,826.83 

11 

General Counsel 

13 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

375.41 

1 

General Counsel 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

7,323.00 

5 
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General Coui^e! 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

24,752.42 

29 

Generd Counsel 

14 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,512.37 

3 

General Counsel 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

37,943.11 

25 

General Counsel 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

56,470.93 

47 

General Counsel 

IS 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,850.14 

2 

General Counsel 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

114,585.72 

43 

Genera! Counsel 
Total 



274,971.33 

204 

Grante 

04 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

500.00 

1 

Grante 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

6,000.00 

3 

Grants 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,484.29 

2 

Grants 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,000.00 

2 

Grants 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,071.25 

5 

Grants 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

21,750.00 

10 

Grants 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,874.56 

6 

Grants 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

49,600.00 

22 

Grants 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

11.865.37 

11 

Grants 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

93,738.32 

46 

Grants 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,823.10 

2 

Giants 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

74,350.00 

25 

Grante 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

10,501,95 

6 

Grants 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

49,927,00 

16 

Grants Total 



332,485.84 

157 

Gulf Coast 

Recovery 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

752.75 

1 

Gulf Coast 

Recovery 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,400.00 

1 

Gulf Coast 
Recovery Total 



2,152.75 

2 

Logistics 

00 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

900.00 

1 

Logistics 

04 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

809.02 

1 

Logistics 

05 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

2,120.00 

2 

Logistics 

06 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

11,050.00 

10 

Logistics 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,873.59 

7 

LoRistics 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

7,785,20 

7 

Logistics 

08 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

9,000.00 

8 

Logistics 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,652,35 

6 

Logistics 

09 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

6,029.27 

14 
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Lofastics 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

18,534.02 

15 

Logistics 

10 

GROUP HME-OFF-AWARD 

421.20 

1 

Logistics 

10 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,200.00 

1 

Logistics 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,475.26 

7 

Logistics 

11 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

2,129.04 

4 

Lojtistics 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

52,696.22 

38 

Logistics 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,910.42 

5 

Logistics 

12 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,483.64 

2 

Logistics 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

77,541.42 

45 

Logistics 

13 

GROUP AWARD-CH 45 

1,125.00 

1 

Logistics 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,374.79 

5 

Logistics 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

80,166.37 

30 

Logistics 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,277.11 

2 

Logistics 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

64,205.76 

18 

Logistics 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

36,240.00 

9 

Logistics Total 



387,999.68 

239 

Management 

00 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

30,104.00 

47 

Management 

04 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

271.43 

1 

Management 

04 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

450.00 

1 

Management 

05 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,067.77 

5 

Management 

05 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

761.80 

3 

Management 

05 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

3,540.00 

4 

Management 

06 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

641.22 

3 

Management 

06 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

900.87 

3 

Management 

06 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 


6 

Management 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

4,792.02 

14 

Management 

07 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,863.86 

8 

Management 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

24,037.45 

22 

Management 

08 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,228.23 

8 

Man^ement 

08 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

4,421.30 

13 

Management 

08 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

11,530.00 

11 

Management 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

6,576.59 

16 

Management 

09 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

7,447.35 

17 

Management 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

34,560.20 

30 

Management 

11 

GROUP AWARD-CH 45 

742.39 

1 

Management 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

17,181.63 

35 

Management 

11 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

6,567.84 

19 
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Management 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

74,516.04 

55 

Management 

12 

GROUP AWARD-CH 45 

742.39 

1 

Management 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

29,989.42 

53 

Maimgement 

12 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

13,299.01 

29 

Management 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

183,782.32 

114 

Management 

13 

GROUP AWARD-CH 45 

1,484.78 

2 

Manasement 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

39,033.09 

47 

Management 

13 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

14,169.00 

24 

Management 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

266,493.80 

128 

Management 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

40,144.72 

37 

Management 

14 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

5,790.63 

6 

Management 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

433,646.10 

173 

Management 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

13,453.52 

8 

Management 

15 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

2,235.81 

2 

Management 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

200,907.23 

64 

Management Total 



1,486,402.81 

1,010 

Mission Support 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

767.89 

1 

Mission Support 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,209.90 

i 

Mission Support 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,470.62 

1 

Mission Support 
Total 



3,448.41 

3 

Mitigation 

06 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

425.85 

1 

Mitigation 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

376.18 

1 

Mitigation 

08 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,229.60 

3 

Mitigation 

08 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

524.09 

1 

Mitigation 

^ 08 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

5,000.00 

3 

Mitigation 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

761.95 

3 

Mitigation 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,590,34 

3 

Mitigation 

11 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

2,069.24 

4 

Mitigation 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

5,000.00 

2 

Mitigation 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,929.57 

7 

Mitigation 

12 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

3,123.57 

5 

Mitigation 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

9,010.00 

8 

Mitigation 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

13,001.58 

17 

§ 

■1 

i 

13 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

6,308.11 

8 
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Mitigation 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

29,665.11 

15 

Mitigation 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

12,385.66 

13 

Mitigation 

14 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

4,725.31 

5 

Mitigation 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

54,427.62 

24 

Mitigation 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,771.45 

3 

Mitigation 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

16,000.00 

5 

Mitij^tion Total 



173325.23 

131 

MSB - CAO 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

809.22 

1 

MSB-CAO 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,397.32 

3 

MSB -CAO 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

497.32 

1 

MSB - CAO 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

500.00 

1 

MSB - CAO 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,000.00 

1 

MSB - CAO Total 



7303.86 

7 

MSB - CFO 

00 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

6,400.00 

2 

MSB - CFO 

05 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

134.97 

1 

MSB - CFO 

06 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

320.30 

2 

MSB -CFO 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,035.54 

3 

MSB - CFO 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

969.70 

2 

MSB -CFO 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

997.70 

4 

MSB - CFO 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,870.01 

7 

MSB -CFO 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

750.00 

1 

MSB - CFO 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

8,370.03 

19 

MSB - CFO 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

5,229.41 

7 

MSB - CFO 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,400.00 

1 

MSB -CFO 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

4,703.99 

3 

MSB -CFO 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

2,298.81 

2 

MSB -CFO Total 



38,480.46 

54 

MSB - CHCO 

00 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

15,600.00 

38 

MSB-CHCO 

05 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

382.02 

1 

MSB - CHCO 

05 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

143.67 

1 

MSB - CHCO 

06 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

338.52 

1 

MSB - CHCO 

^06 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

320.30 

2 

MSB - CHCO 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,431.99 

5 

MSB - CHCO 

07 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,027.45 

6 

MSB - CHCO 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

500.00 

1 
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MSB - CHCO 

08 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,031.80 

3 

MSB - CHCO 

08 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,678.30 

8 

MSB - CHCO 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,237.38 

7 

MSB - CHCO 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,633.62 

6 

MSB -CHCO 

11 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

494.86 

2 

MSB - CHCO 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,250.32 

4 

MSB - CHCO 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

560.00 

1 

MSB - CHCO 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

12,212.34 

15 

MSB - CHCO 

13 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,092.12 

3 

MSB -CHCO 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

15,829.39 

16 

MSB -CHCO 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

7,052.68 

5 

MSB -CHCO 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

3,457.00 

2 

MSB -CHCO 

Total 



73,273.76 

127 

MSB - CIO 

05 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

152.11 

1 

MSB - CIO 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,829.08 

3 

MSB - CIO 

09 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

764.92 

3 

MSB -CIO 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,137.73 

7 

MSB - CIO 

11 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

870.99 

3 

MSB - CIO 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

500.00 

I 

MSB - CIO 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,586.68 

6 

MSB - CIO 

12 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

680,45 

3 

MSB - CIO 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

11,683.34 

10 

MSB - CIO 

13 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

447,94 

1 

MSB - CIO 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

500.00 

1 

MSB - CIO 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,938.84 

6 

MSB - CIO 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,477.00 

1 

MSB -CIO 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

7,377.74 

4 

MSB - CIO Total 



35,946.82 

SO 

MSB - CPO 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

5,850.00 

1 

MSB-CPO 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

728.08 

1 

MSB - CPO 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,500.00 

1 

MSB - CPO 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,083.70 

1 
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MSB - CPO 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

13,215.11 

4 

MSB - CPO 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

8,605.00 

4 

MSB -CPO Total 



31,981.89 

12 

MSB - CSO 

06 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,000.00 

1 

MSB - CSO 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

682.57 

1 

MSB - CSO 

14 

INDIV GASH AWARD NRB 

2,000.00 

1 

MSB - CSO 

15 

INDIVIDUAL CASH AWARD 
RB 

1,500.00 

1 

MSB -CSO Total 



5,182.57 

4 

Nat Cap Region 
Coord 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,000.00 

1 

Nat Cap Region 
Coord 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

430.51 

I 

Nat Cap Region 
Coord 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

5,500.00 

2 

Nat Cap Region 
Coord 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

7,500.00 

3 

Nat Cap Region 
Coord 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

13,500.00 

3 

Nat Cap Region 
Coord 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

29,000.00 

5 

Nat Cap Region 
Coord Total 



59,930.51 

15 

National Continuity 

04 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,720.90 

18 

National Continuity 

04 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

332.48 

1 

National Continuity 

04 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

20,795.11 

22 

National Continuity 

05 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

692.88 

1 

National Continuity 

05 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

2,000.00 

I 

National Continuity 

06 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,294.86 

11 

National Continuity 

06 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

2,742.70 

10 

National Continuity 

06 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

35,936.11 

28 

National Continuity 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

8,400.32 

16 

National Continuity 

07 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

841.35 

2 

National Continuity 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

52,296.70 

46 

National Continuity 

08 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

5,648.21 

20 

National Continuity 

08 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

2,240.62 

5 

National Continuity 

08 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

64,444.76 

55 

National Continuity 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

5,950.13 

10 

National Continuity 

09 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

5,333.61 

11 

National Continuity 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

54,424.25 

46 

National Continuity 

10 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,565.75 

9 
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National Continuity 

10 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

4,887.84 

11 

National Continuity 

10 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

52,397.36 

54 

National Continuity 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

10,944.15 

31 

National Continuity 

11 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

19,238.05 

36 

National Continuity 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

116,142.05 

115 

National Continuity 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

13,398.68 

17 

National Continuity 

12 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

8,439.88 

15 

National Continuity 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

78,261.25 

55 

National Continuity 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

10,338.11 

10 

Natiox^ Continuity 

13 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

4,448.09 

6 

National Continuity 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

122,006.92 

59 

National Continuity 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

5,901.51 

4 

National Continuity 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

61,072.11 

23 

National Continuity 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,518.00 

2 

National Continuity 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

56,243.11 

16 

National 

Contiouity Total 



838,897.85 

766 

National 

Preparedness 

05 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

139.32 

1 

National 

Preparedness 

05 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

313.48 

1 

National 

Prep^^dness 

05 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

393.00 

1 

National 

Preparedness 

06 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

849.78 

2 

National 

Preparedness 

06 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,067.00 

3 

National 

Preparedness 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,076.37 

8 

National 

Preparedness 

07 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

121.35 

1 

National 

Pfeparedness 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

11,846.00 

13 

National 

Preparedness 

08 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,622.93 

4 

National 

Preparedness 

08 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

6,540.00 

6 

National 

Preparedness 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

4,797.68 

7 

National 

Preparedness 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,800.00 

4 

National 

Preparedness 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

7,476.58 

11 

National 

Preparedness 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

31,251.00 

19 
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National 

Preparedness 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

17,592.23 

26 






National 

Preparedness 

12 

GROUP TIME-OFF- A WARD 

2,303.20 

4 

National 

Preparedness 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

56,653.00 

34 

National 

Preparedness 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

20,817.08 

22 

National 

Preparedness 

13 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

315.69 

1 

National 

Preparedness 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

164,513.00 

81 

National 

Preparedness 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

28,576.24 

20 

National 

Preparedness 

14 

GROUP TIME-OFF- AWARD 

1,576.22 

3 

National 

Preparedness 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

129,176.56 

46 

National 

Preparedness 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

14.503.01 

9 

Natioiml 

Preparedness 

15 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

426.96 

1 

National 

Preparedness 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

89,024.00 

23 

National 

Preparedness 

Total 



602,771.68 

351 

PNP - Grants 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

2,500.00 

1 

PNP - Grants 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

645.76 

1 

PNP -Grants 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

750.83 

1 

PNP - Grants 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

2,165.11 

3 

PNP - Grants 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

6,000.00 

1 

PNP - Grants 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,801.32 

2 

PNP - Grants 

Total 



15,863.02 

9 

PNP " Nat Prep 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

619.57 

2 

PNP - Nat Prep 

08 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

89.59 

1 

PNP - Nat Prep 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

244.07 

1 

PNP - Nat Prep 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

124.70 

1 

PNP -Nat Prep 

11 

LUMP SUM PERF PYMNT 
NRB 

500.00 

1 

PNP - Nat Prep 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 

939.84 

2 
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AWARD 



PNP - Nat Prep 

12 

MDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

300.00 

1 

PNP- Nat Prep 

13 

INDIVIDUAL HME-OFF 
AWARD 

4,149.80 

4 

PNP - Nat Prep 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

200.00 

1 

PNP - Nat Prep 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

4,571.80 

4 

PNP - Nat Prep 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,100.00 

2 

PNP -Nat Prep 
Total 



15,83937 

20 

PNP-NCP 

04 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

930.94 

4 

PNP-NCP 

06 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

168.96 

1 

PNP-NCP 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

449.02 

1 

PNP-NCP 

07 

GROUP TIME-OFF- A WARD 

1,186.36 

5 

PNP-NCP 

08 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

204.40 

1 

PNP-NCP 

08 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

4,011.60 

15 

PNP-NCP 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

752.00 

1 

PNP-NCP 

10 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

2,251.38 

6 

PNP-NCP 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

526.78 

1 

PNP-NCP 

11 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

2,701.70 

5 

PNP-NCP 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

5,211.50 

8 

PNP-NCP 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

21,670.23 

21 

PNP-NCP 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

15,017.70 

9 

PNP-NCP 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

14,745.83 

6 

PNP - NCP Total 



69,828.40 

84 

PNP-NCRC 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,000.00 

1 

PNP-NCRC 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

5,800.00 

1 

PNP - NCRC 

Total 



9,800.00 

2 

Policy & Pgra 
Analysis 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

593.73 

1 

Policy & Pgm 
Analysis 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,000.00 

1 

Policy & Pgm 
Analysis 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,482.86 

1 

Policy & Pgm 
Analysis 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,000.00 

1 

Policy & Pgm 
Analysis 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

7,756.75 

5 

Policy & Pgm 
Analysis 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

19,946.00 

9 
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Policy & 

Analysis 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

5,929.95 

3 

Policy & Pgm 
Analysis 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

28,500.00 

8 

Policy & Pgm 
Analysis Total 



66^09.29 

29 

Recovery Division 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

2,000.00 

1 

Recovery Division 
Total 



2,000.00 

1 

Region Eight 

00 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

54,042.00 

167 

Region Eight 

04 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

690.85 

I 

Region Eight 

04 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,000.00 

1 

Region Eight 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,627.81 

3 

Region Eight 

07 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

398.98 

2 

Region Eight 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,593.78 

3 

Region Eight 

08 

INDFV CASH AWARD NRB 

498.15 

1 

Region Eight 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

253.74 

i 

Region Eight 

1 09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,549.26 

3 

Region Eight 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

921.05 

1 

Region Eight 

11 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

236.17 

I 

Region Eight 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

200.00 

1 

Region Eight 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

31,666.72 

30 


12 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

2,151.37 

7 


12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

53,666.93 

47 

Region Eight 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

32,121.51 

25 

Region Eight 

13 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,144.50 

3 

Region Eight 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

47,811.59 

34 

Region Eight 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

37,629.56 

18 

Region Eight 

14 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,829.76 

3 

Region Eight 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

61,764.35 

28 

Region Eight 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

7,940.13 

3 

Region Eight 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

16,146.00 

4 

Region Eight Total 



362,884.21 

387 

Region Five 

00 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

48,883.00 

130 

Region Five 

04 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

158.71 

1 

Region Five 

04 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,500.00 

1 

Region Five 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,674.34 

2 

Region Five 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

6,600.00 

4 

Region Five 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 

1,614.41 

3 
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Region Five 

09 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,255.61 

3 

Region Five 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

5,000.00 

3 

Region Five 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

5,877.92 

6 

Region Five 

11 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

2,260.74 

5 

Region Five 

11 

INDFV CASH AWARD NRB 

18,144.00 

9 

Region Five 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

25,330.48 

22 

Region Five 

12 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

6,590.06 

10 

Region Five 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

72,750.00 

36 

Region Five 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

25,774.92 

20 

Region Five 

13 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

6,947.16 

9 

Region Five 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

50,500.00 

23 

Region Five 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

10,289.22 

5 

Region Five 

14 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

3,838.16 

4 

Region Five 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

48,850.00 

22 

Region Five 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,182.45 

1 

Region Five 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

28,500.00 

9 

Refdon Five Total 



373,521.18 

328 

Region Four 

00 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

116,291.00 

164 

Region Four 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,733,84 

6 

Region Four 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

3,756.00 

2 

Region Four 

08 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

6,226.10 

14 

Region Four 

08 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

2,051.90 

4 

Region Four 

08 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

25,354.00 

15 

Region Four 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

13.540.83 

28 

Region Four 

09 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

2,295.75 

5 

Region Four 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

32,258.00 

22 

Region Four 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

14,556.79 

31 

Region Four 

11 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

3,525.69 

6 

Region Four 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

19,865.00 

13 

Region Four 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

75,485.64 

no 

Region Four 

12 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

19,738.55 

26 

Region Four 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

158,191.00 

102 

Region Four 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

51,299.17 

59 

Region Four 

13 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

8,649.49 

12 

Region Four 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

97,175.00 

57 

Region Four 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 

12,011.43 

10 
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Region Four 

14 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,832.02 

2 

Region Four 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

41,872.00 

22 

Region Four 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,819.18 

2 

Region Four 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

13,560.00 

7 

R^ob Four Total 



725,088.38 

719 

Region Nine 

00 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

43,081.00 

37 

Region Nine 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

257.47 

1 

Region Nine 

07 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

211.25 

1 

Region Nine 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

15,489.00 

7 

Region Nine 

09 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

538.27 

2 

Region Nine 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

5,051.00 

3 

Region Nine 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

586.16 

2 

Region Nine 

11 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

260.52 

1 

Region Nine 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

2,000.00 

2 

Region Nine 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

6,516.99 

6 

Region Nine 

12 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,165.74 

3 

Region Nine 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

75,505.00 

38 

Region Nine 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,448.13 

2 

Region Nine 

13 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

396.07 

1 

Region Nine 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

65,495.00 

32 

Region Nine 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

4,711.44 

3 

Region Nine 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

59,058.00 

21 

Region Nine 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,980.35 

1 

Region Nine 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

38,052.00 

11 

Resioii Nine Total 



322,803.39 

174 

Region One 

00 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

36,695.00 

30 

Region One 

04 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

263.90 

I 

Region One 

04 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

263.90 

1 

Region One 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,108.95 

8 

Region One 

07 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

712.53 

2 

Region One 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

7,680.00 

6 

Region One 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

4,838.30 

11 

Region One 

09 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,133.35 

3 

Region One 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,200.00 

3 

Region One 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

4,556.75 

6 

Region One 

11 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,040.45 

2 
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Region One 

il 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

12,360.00 

7 

Region One 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

12,694.32 

19 

Region One 

12 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

3,467.31 

7 

Region One 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

27,945.00 

18 

Region One 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

12,460.78 

13 

Region One 

13 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

2,368.72 

3 

Region One 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

42,541.00 

22 

Region One 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

11,797.48 

8 

Region One 

14 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,093.97 

1 

Region One 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

62,550.00 

20 

Region One 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

5,016.35 

3 

Region One 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

28,250.00 

7 

Region One Total 



287,038.06 

201 

Region Seven 

00 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

84,398.11 

56 

Region Seven 

04 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,342.00 

1 

Region Seven 

06 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

150.53 

I 

Region Seven 

06 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,789.00 

1 

Region Seven 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

894.00 

1 

Region Seven 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,018.82 

5 

Region Seven 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

3,130.00 

2 

Resdon Seven 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

4,491.00 

9 

Region Seven 

11 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,015.02 

3 

Region Seven 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

9,418.00 

5 

Region Seven 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

10,324.01 

22 

Region Seven 

12 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

4.945.52 

10 

Region Seven 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

38,999.11 

24 

Region Seven 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

8,536.46 

15 

Region Seven 

13 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

3,150.84 

4 

Region Seven 

.13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

58,620.00 

29 

Region Seven 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

4,812.07 

6 

Region Seven 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

46,651.00 

23 

Region Seven 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

18,291.00 

7 

Region Seven 

Total 



302,976.49 

224 

Region Six 

00 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

94,945.00 

138 

Region Six 

04 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

226.82 

1 

Region Six 

06 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,525.00 

1 

Region Six 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 

389.02 

2 
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Region Six 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

9,390.00 

10 

Region Six 

08 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

711.45 

2 

Region Six 

08 

INDTV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,950.00 

3 

Region Six 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

7,525.00 

T 

Region Six 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

843.20 

3 

Region Six 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

11,910.00 

13 

Region Six 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

10,664.17 

19 

Region Six 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

120,118.00 

81 

Region Six 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,230.82 

3 

Region Six 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

78,328.00 

40 

Region Six 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,732.60 

2 

Region Six 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

48,329.00 

24 

Region Six 

Ts 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

11,580.00 

6 

Region Six Total 



405398.08 

354 

Region Ten 

00 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

44,756.00 

74 

Region Ten 

06 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,319.00 

1 

Region Ten 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,850.66 

4 

Region Ten 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

12,405.00 

10 

Region Ten 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,537.92 

2 

Region Ten 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

5,810.00 

5 

Region Ten 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,878.45 

2 

Region Ten 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,491.00 

4 

Region Ten 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

12,990.64 

13 

Region Ten 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

54.557.00 

38 

Region Ten 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

23,957.31 

20 

Region Ten 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

51,096.00 

36 

Region Ten 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

11,160.00 

9 

Region Ten 

14 

INDW CASH AWARD NRB 

35,018.00 

24 

Region Ten 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

9,371.64 

6 

Region Ten 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

12,595.00 

6 

Region Ten Total 



285,793.62 

254 

Region Three 

00 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

48,455.00 

191 

Region Three 

04 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

137.34 

2 

Region Three 

04 

INDTV CASH AWARD NRB 

700.00 

2 

Region Three 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 

1,121.09 

8 
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Region Three 

07 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,726.57 

14 

Region Three 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,650.00 

3 

Region Three 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

895.76 

4 

Region Three 

09 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,355.00 

10 

Region Three 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

8,400.00 

19 

Region Three 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,408.61 

6 

Region Three 

11 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

821.69 

4 

Region Three 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

5,500.00 

12 

Region Three 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

12,753.26 

39 

Region Three 

12 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

20,054.63 

69 

Region Three 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

52,700.00 

71 

Region Three 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

12,377.77 

35 

Region Three 

13 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

19,212.09 

54 

Region Three 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

61,250.00 

62 

Region Three 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

6,688.96 

15 

Region Three 

14 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

23,520.11 

54 

Region Three 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

38,600.00 

37 

Region Three 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

3,589.15 

4 

Region Three 

15 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

2,263.56 

4 

Region Three 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

10,300.00 

7 

Region Three 

Total 



335,480.59 

726 

Region Two 

00 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

76,750.00 

118 

Region Two 

03 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

930.00 

1 

Region Two 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,039.96 

2 

Region Two 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 


3 

Region Two 

08 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

457.98 

1 

Region Two 

08 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,865.00 

1 

Region Two 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1,666.22 

3 

Region Two 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

8,760.00 

2 

Region Two 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

4,763.95 

6 

Region Two 

11 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

2,100.00 

1 

Region Two 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

42,502.77 

33 

Region Two 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

56,422.00 

22 

Region Two 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

23,595.51 

17 
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Region Two 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

64,209.00 

23 

Region Two 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

24,628.60 

14 

Region Two 

14 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

38,380.00 

12 

Region Two 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

14,573.82 

6 

Rejnon Two 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

21,411.00 

7 

Resloa Two Total 



393,553.81 

272 

RR-FCO 

09 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

633.29 

1 

RR-FCO 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

6,027.38 

4 

RR-FCO 

15 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,597.13 

2 

RR-FCO 

15 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

11,000.00 

2 

RR-FCO Total 



19,257.80 

9 

RR - Logistics Dir 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

713.74 

2 

RR - Logistics Dir 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

889.94 

2 

RR - Logistics Dir 

09 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

115.44 

1 

RR - Logistics Dir 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

351.68 

1 

RR - Logistics Dir 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,325.00 

1 

RR - Logistics Dir 

15 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,612.94 

1 

RR > Lotties Dir 
Total 



5,008.74 

8 

RR - Recovery Dir 

06 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

1.105.59 

3 

RR - Recovery Dir 

06 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

157.73 

2 

RR - Recovery Dir 

06 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,306.53 

2 

RR - Recovery Dir 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

813.91 

3 

RR - Recovery Dir 

07 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

2,753.05 

9 

RR - Recovery Dir 

07 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,530.22 

2 

RR - Recovery Dir 

08 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

235.17 

1 

RR - Recovery Dir 

09 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

4,678.90 

12 

RR - Recovery Dir 

09 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

63.860.82 

239 

RR - Recovery Dir 

09 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

4,500.00 

2 

RR - Recovery Dir 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

18,396.14 

56 

RR - Recovery Dir 

11 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

16,376.68 

49 

RR - Recovery Dir 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

13,483.41 

21 

RR - Recovery Dir 

12 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

15,882.26 

32 

RR - Recovery Dir 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

15,244.06 

19 

RR - Recovery Dir 

13 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

5,253.93 

10 
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RR - Recovery Dir 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

765.11 

1 

RR - Recovery Dir 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

11,224.97 

11 

RR - Recovery Dir 

14 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

3,998.75 

13 

RR - Recovery Dir 

15 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

4,964.18 

3 

RR - Recovery Dir 

15 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

253.46 

1 

RR - Recovery Dir 
Total 



186,784.87 

491 

RR - Response Dir 

07 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

466.81 

1 

RR - Response Dir 

09 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

593.73 

I 

RR - Response Dir 

11 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

2,073.07 

3 

RR - Response Dir 

12 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

25,665.89 

22 

RR - Response Dir 

12 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

861.01 

1 

RR - Response Dir 

12 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

1,000.00 

1 

RR - Response Dir 

13 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

5,534.74 

3 

RR - Response Dir 

13 

INDIV CASH AWARD NRB 

11,680.00 

3 

RR - Response Dir 

14 

INDIVIDUAL TIME-OFF 
AWARD 

8,194.40 

4 

RR - Respond Dir 

14 

GROUP TIME-OFF-AWARD 

1,371.21 

1 


RR - Response Dir Total 


57,440.86 40 


Grand Total 


12,297,233.77 10,234 


FEMA Non-SES QSI Awards - CY 2010 


O™,«non ■rnade'Xnml.wecs 

Administrator 

12 

1 

Administrator 

15 

6 

Administrator Total 


7 

Disaster Assistance 

09 

1 

Disaster Assistance 

11 

1 

Disaster Assistance 

12 

2 

Dis^ter Assistance 

13 

6 

EHsaster Assistance 

14 

5 

Disaster Assistance 

15 

2 

Disaster Assistance 
Total 


17 

Disaster Operations 

12 

6 

Disaster Operations 

13 

4 

Disaster Operations 

14 

6 





814 


Disaster Operatioas 
Total 


16 

External Aifaii^ 

14 

3 

External Affairs 

15 

2 

External Affairs 

Total 


5 

Fire Administration 

12 

2 

Fire Administration 

13 

1 

Fire Administration 

14 

1 

Fire Administration 

15 

1 

Fire Administration 
Total 


5 

General Counsel 

14 

1 

General Counsel 

15 

4 

General Counsel 
Total 


5 

Grants 

13 

1 

Grants 

15 

^ 2 

Granto Total 


3 

Logistics 

13 

2 

Logistics 

14 

2 

Logistics 

^ 15 

I 

Logistics Total 


5 

Management 

12 

2 

Man^ement 

13 

5 

Management 

14 

10 

Management 

15 

10 

Management Total 


27 

Mitigation 

09 

1 

Mitigation 

13 

4 

Mitigation 

14 

4 

Mitigation 

15 

1 

Mitigation Total 


10 

MSB - CFO 

12 

3 

MSB - CFO 

13 

4 

MSB - CFO 

14 

3 

MSB - CFO Total 


10 

MSB - CIO 

11 

1 

MSB - CIO 

12 

1 

MSB - CIO 

n 

1 

MSB - CIO 

14 

1 

MSB - CIO 

15 

3 

MSB - CIO Total 


7 

National Continuity 

09 

2 

National Continuity 

12 

3 

National Continuity 

13 

3 
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1 National Continuity 

14 

6 

National Continuity 

IS 

2 

National Contmul^ 
Total 


w 

National Preparedness 

13 

5 

National Preparainess 

14 

4 . 

National Prejjaredness 
National 

Prcjp^dness Total 

PNP ~ Grants 

15 

3 


12 

15 

5 ; 

PNP - Grants Total 


1 : 

PNP - Nat Prep 

14 

I : 

PNP - Nat Prep 

Total 


1 ; 

Policy & Pgm 

Analysis 

15 

1 : 

Policy & Pgm 

AwtlYsis Total 


1 

Region Eight 

12 

1 : 

Region Ejght 

13 

4 i 

Region Eight_ 

Region E^ht Total 
Region Five 

14 

2 i 


7 i 

12 

2 ! 

Region Five 

13 

7j 

Reftion Five 

14 

2 i 

Region Five 

15 

1 : 

Region Five Total 

12 

12 ' 

Region Four 

2 ; 

Region Four 

13 

9 > 

Region Four 

15 

1 

Region Four Total 


12 

Region Nine 

07 

1 

Region Nine 

12 

2 . 

Region Nine 

13 

5 • 

Region Nine 

14 

4 

i Region Nine 

15 

2 

1 Region Nine Total 


14 

i Region One 

07 

1 

1 Region One 

12 

1 

! Region One 

13 

1 

! Region One 

14 

3 

; Region One 

15 

1 

' Region One Total 


7 

. Region Seven 

13 

4 

Region Seven 

14 

4 

, Region Se\'en 

15 

2 
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Region Seven Total 


10 : 

Region Six 

09 

1 

Region Six 

12 

5 ■ 

Region Six 

13 

5 

Region Six 

14 

2 

Region Six 

15 

i 

Region Six Total 


14 

Region Ten 

07 

1 

Region Ten 

09 

1 

Region I'en 

12 

2 ■ 

Region Ten 

13 

3 

Region Ten Total 


7 

Region Three 

12 

2 

Region Three 

13 

4 

Region Three 

14 

3 

Region Three Total 


9 

1 Region Two 

12 

2 

^ Region Two 

13 

1 

; Region Two 

14 

3 

’ Region Two Total 


6 

- RR - Response Dir 

13 

1 

RR - Response Dir 
Total 


1 


Grand Total 247 

FEMA Grade Count 
F.nd-ofYcarCY2010 




AD - Exec Secretariat 

i 12 i 2 ! 

.AD - Exec Secretariat 

14 1 n 

AD - Exec Secretariat Total 

3 

AD - Fth Based & Comm 

11 ; 1 

AD - Fth Based & Comm 

i 14 : 1 

AD - Ftlt Based & Comm 

15 ■ 2 

AD - Fth Based & Coraro 


Total 

4 

AD - Law Enforcement 

, 12 : 1 
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AD - Law Enforcement 

Total 


1 

AD - Regional Ojs 

07 

1 : 

AD - R^onal Oj^ 

12 

1 

AD - Regional Ops 

13 

1 ; 

• AD - Regional Ops 

14 

u_ ^ ■ 

i AD ' Regional Ops 

15 

2 

\(> - Regional Ops Total 


6 : 

i Administrator 

02 

1 : 

i Administrator 

03 

1 ; 

! Administr^or 

1 n 

' 2 ' 

i Administrator 

I 12 

: 1 ' 

! Administrator 

i 13 

3 ; 

! Administrator 

i 14 

3 : 

; Administrator 

; 15 

6 ; 

: Administrator Total 

17 i 

! Chief Counsel 

: 00 

40 i 

! Chief Counsel 

i 07 

1 ! 

i Chief Counsel 

i 09 

I i 

i Chief Counsel 

11 

4 i 

i Chief Counsel 

. 12 

2 ; 

! Chief Counsel 

13 

5 : 

Chief Counsel 

14 

25 ; 

Chief Counsel 

15 : 

38 ■ 

Chief Counsel Total 

116 

Equal Rights 

00 

45 

Equal Rights 

04 : 

t 

Equal Rights 

07 ; 

i I 

Equal Rights 

09 1 

1 

Equal Rights 

n 

7 ; 

Equal Rights 

12 

' 7 ■■ 

Equal Rights 

13 

3 

Equal Rights 

14 

4 . 

Equal Rights 

15 

i 

Equal Rights Total 


70 

External Affairs Dir 

00 i 

356 : 

External Affairs Dir 

07 i 

1 

External Affairs Dir 

08 i 

1 

External Affaire Dir 

09 1 

4 ; 

: External Affairs Dir 

It ; 

9 I 

External Affaire Dir 

12 ; 

IS i 

: External Affaire Dir 

13 i 

15 i 

! External Affairs Dir 

14 i 

24 ; 

! External Affaire Dir 

15 ! 

16 : 



818 


External Affairs Dir Total 

4tl 

Fed Ins & Mitieatioii 

00 

21 

Fed Ins & Mitigation 

12 

I 

Fed Ins & Mitieadon 

14 

I 

Fed Ins & Mitigation 

15 

3 

Fed [n<« 4.^ Mitigation Total 


26 

FIMA - Insurance 

06 

1 

FIMA - Insurance 

07 

2 

FIMA - Insurance 

08 

1 

FIMA - Insurance 

09 

3 , 

FIMA - Insurance 

11 

3 ' 

FIMA - Insurance 

12 

8 

FIMA - Insurance 

13 

29 

FIMA - Insurance 

..I't 

16 

FIMA - Insurance 

15 

14^ 

FIMA - Insurance Total 


77 

FIMA - Mitigation 

00 

13 

FIMA - Mitigation 

08 

2 

FIMA - Mitigation 

09 

4 

FIMA - Mitigation 

11 

4 

FIMA - Mitigation 

12 

15 

FIMA - Mitigation 


35 

FIMA - Mitigation 

14 

45 , 

FIMA - Mitigation 

15 

is 

FIMA - Mitigation Total 


136 

Fire Administration 

04 

1 

Fire Administration 

05 

I 

Fire Administration 

06 

1 

Fire Administration 

07 

11 

Fire Administration 

08 

5 

Fire Administration 

09 

8 

Fire Administration 

n 

11 

Fire Administration 

12 

13 

Fire Administration 

13 

38 

Fire Administration 

14 

13 . 

Fire Administration 

IS 

5 ! 

Fire Administration Total 


107 

Mission Support 

05 

1 i 

Mission Support 

09 

2 , 

Mission Support 

11 

3 ' 

Mission Support 

12 

4 ; 

Mission Support 

13 

3 : 

Mission Support 

14 

9 I 
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! Mission Support 

15 

4 

Mission Support Total 


26 

MSB - CAO 

00 

58 

MSB - CAO 

05 

1 

MSB - CAO 

06 

1. 

MSB ' CAO 

07 

3 

MSB - CAO 

09 

7 

; MSB - CAO 

t] 

11 

MSB - CAO 

12 

36 

MSB - CAO 

13 

26 , 

MSB - CAO 

14 

16 

MSB - CAO 

15 

(3 

VTSR - C AO Total 


172 

MSB - CFO 

00 

35 ■ 

MSB - CFO 

05 

22 

; MSB -CFO 

06 

n 

; MSB - CFO 

07 

17 

; MSB - CFO 

09 

20 

MSB - CFO 

11 

19 

MSB -CFO 

12 

33 : 

; MSB - CFO 

13 

54 ; 

MSB - CFO 

14 

28 I 

MSB - CFO 

15 

17 1 

MSB -CFO Total 


256 ; 

MSB - CHCO 

00 

1,731 i 

MSB - CHCO 

05 

8 : 

MSB - CHCO 

06 

6 I 

MSB - CHCO 

07 

!4 i 

MSB - CHCO 

08 

14 1 

MSB -CHCO 

09 

20 i 

MSB - CHCO 

1! 

21 ! 

MSB - CHCO 

12 

21 ; 

MSB - CUCO 

n 

47 i 

MSB - CHCO 

14 

33 I 

MSB - CHCO 

15 

12 ! 

MSB - CHCO Total 

1,927 : 

MSB - CIO 

00 

4 : 

MSB -CIO 

05 

5 i 

MSS - CIO 

06 

1 

MSB -CIO 

07 

15 : 

MSB - CIO 

09 

39 

MSB - CIO 

U 

82 . 

MSB - CIO 

12 

99 

MSB - CIO 

13 

86 

MSB - CTO 

14 

82 

MSB -CIO 

15 

24 : 



820 


MSB C JO Iota! 

437 , 

MSB - CPO 

00 

50 

MSB - CPO 

05 : 1 : 

MSB - CPO 

07 

s 

MSB - CPO 

09 

9 

MSB - CPO 

11 

8 

MSB - CPO 

12 

22 

MSB - CPO 

13 

36 

MSB - CK) 

14 

49 

MSB - CPO 

15 

18 

MSB -CPO lotal 


198 

MSB - CSO 

00 

105 

MSB - CSO 

05 1 

MSB - CSO 

06 

3 

MSB - CSO 

07 

5 

MSB - CSO 

08 

3 

MSB - CSO 

09 

11 

MSB - CSO 

11 

7 

MSB - CSO 

12 

25 

MSB - CSO 

13 

16 

MSB - CSO 

14 

9 

MSB - CSO 

15 

6 

MSB -CSO Total 

191 

PNP - Grants 

04 

3 

PNP - Grants 

06 1 

PNP - Grants 

07 

2 

PNP - Cir^ts 

09 

4 

PNP - Grants 

11 

12 

PNP - Grants 

12 

30 

PNP ' Grants 

13 

68 

PNP - Grants 

14 

29 

PNP - Grants 

15 

24 

PNP - Grants Total 


173 • 

PNP - Nat Prep 

,00 

i 

PNP - Nat Prep 

03 

1 , 

PNP - Nal Prep 

05 

5 1 

PNP -Nat Prep 

06 

5 ; 

PNP - Nat Prep 

07 

14 ^ 

PNP - Nat Prep 

08 

5 

PNP - Nat Prep 

09 

9 

PNP - Nat Prep 

11 

17 

PNP - Nal Prep 

12 

50 

PNP - Nat Prep 

13 

93 

PNI* - Nal Prep 

14 

57 

PNP - Nat Prep 

15 

26 

PNP - Nat Prep Total 


290 
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PNP - NCP 

03 

i 

PNP - NCP 

04 

25 

PNP -NCP 

05 

-? 

PNP - NCP 

06 

12 

PNP - NCP 

07 

64 

PNP - NCP 

'^08 

52 

PNP -NCP 

09 

40 

PNP -NCP 

10 

33 

PNP -NCP 

11 

80 

PNP - NCP 

12 

57 

PNP - NCP 

13 

60 

PNP -NCP 

14 

28 

PNP - NCP 

15 

20 

PNP - NCP Total 


494 

PNP-NCRC 

12 

2 

PNP - NCRC 

13 

7 

PNP-NCRC 

14 

2 

PNP - NCRC 

15 

5 

PNP . NCRC Total 


16 

Policy & P^ Analysis 

11 

2 

Policv & Pgm Analysis 

12 

3 

Policy & Pgm Analysis 

n 

1 

Policv & Pam .Analysis 

14 

7 

Policv & Pgm Analysis 

^ 15 

10 

Policy & Pgm Analysis 

Total 


23 

Protection & Nat Prep 

07 

1 

Protection & Nat Prep 

11 

2 

Protection & Nat Prep 

12 

3 

Protection & Nai Prep 

13 

5 

Protection & Nat Prep 

14 

2 

Protection & Nat Prep 

15 

5 

Protection & Nat Prep 

Total 


18 

Reaioii Fight 

00 

463 

Region Eight 

04 

1 

Region Eight 

07 

5 

Region Eight 

08 

1 

Region Eight 

09 

5 

Region Eight 

U 

4 

Region Eight 

12 

56 

Region Eight 

13 

44 

Region Eight 

14 

28 

Rc|non Bight 

15 

8 

Reckon Eig^t Total 


615 

Region Five 

00 

550 
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Region Five 

04 

1 

Region Five 

05 

2 

Region Five 

07 

6 

Region Five 

(» 

7 

Region Five 

IJ 

15 

Region Five 

12 

63 

Region Five ! 

13 

42 

Region Five 

14 

25 

Region Five i 

15 

7 

Region Five Total 

718 

Region Four 

00 

1,438 

Region Four 

06 

3 

Region Four 

07 

27 

Region Four 

08 

17 

Region Four 

09 

74 

Region Four ; 

11 

76 

Region Four 

12 

192 

Region Four 

13 

92 

Region Four 

14 

35 

Region Four 

15 

17 

Region Four Total 

1,971 

Region Nine 

00 

487 

Region Nine 

04 

! 

Region Nine 

06 

I 

Region Nine 

07 

7 

Region Nine 

09 

8 

Region Nine 

11 

12 

Region Nine 

12 

75 

Region Nine 

13 

41 

Region Nine 

14 

29 

Region Nine 

15 

U 

Region [Nine Total 


672 

Region One 

00 

594 

Region One 

07 

6 

Region One 

08 

1 

Region One ; 

09 

8 

Region One 

n 

12 

Region One 

12 

44 

Region One 

13 

34 

Region One 

14 

21 

Region One 

15 

7 

Region One Total 


727 

Region Seven 

00 

572 

Region Seven 

04 

1 

Region Seven 

06 

4 

Re^on Seven 

07 

3 
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Region Seven 

: 09 

6 

Region Seven 

; 11 

43 

Region Sewn 

^ 12 

61 

Region Sev^n 

: 13 

42 

Region Seven 

; 14 

' 27 

Region Seven 

; 15 

7 

Region Seven Total 

766 

Region Six 

: «) 

922 

Region Six 

i 04 

I 

Region Six 05 

1 

Region Six 

: 06 

2 _ 

Region Six 

: 0? 

59 

Region Six 

; 08 

6 

Region Six 

i 09 

99 

Region Six 

i H 

133 

Region Six 

i 12 

232 

Region Six 

: 13 

82 

Region Six 

i 14 

44 

Region Six 

i 15 

12 

Region Six Total 

1,593 

Region Ten 

; 00 

572 

Region Ten 

; 06 

1 

Region Ten 

: 07 

10 

Region Ten 

. 08 

1 

Region Ten 

; 09 

10 

Region Ten 

: ft 

4 

Region Ten 

!2 

49 

Region 

: t3 

38 

Region len 

: 14 

25 

Region Fen 

15 

7 

Region 1 en 1’ofal 


717 

Region 1 nree 

00 

504 

Region Three 

04 

1 

Region Three 

' 05 

2 

Region Three 

i 07 

lo"* 

Region Three 

09 

8 

Region Three 1 1 

6 

Region Three 

12 

48 

Region Three 

, 13 

42 

Region 'Ihree 

' 14 

23 

Region Three 

: 15 

6 

Reidon Three Total 

650 

Region Two 

00 

645 

Region Two 

■ 03 

1 

Region Two 

‘ 05 

! 

Region Two 

i 07 

3 
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i Region Two 

08 

i 

i Region Two 

09 

5 

i Region Two 

11 

7 

: Region Two 

12 

53 

: Region Two 

13 

46 

i Region Tw'O 

14 

22 

i Region Two 

15 

9 

Region Two Total 


793 

Response & Recover>’ 

07 

2 

Response & Recovery 

09 

2 

Response & Recovery 

n 

2 

Response & Reco\'er>' 

13 

5 

Response & Recovery 

14 

5 

Response & Recovery 

15 

5 

Resptm^ie & Recovery Total 


21 

RR - FCO 

07 

2 ! 

RR - FCO 

09 

2 : 

RR - FCO 

13 

1 i 

RR - FCO 

15 

41 : 

RR- FCO Total 


46 

RR - Logistics Dir 

00 

353 i 

RR - Lomslics Dir 

05 

1 

RR - Logistics Dir 

06 

23 

RR - Logistics Dir 

07 

16 

RR - Logistics Dir 

08 

6 

RR - Logistics Dir 

09 

42 

RR - Logistics Dir 

11 

41 . 

RR • Logistics Dir 

12 

50 ■ 

RR - Logistics Dir 

13 

29 : 

RR - Logistics Dir 

14 

17 : 

RR - Logistics Dir 

15 

10 i 

RR - Logistics Dir Total 


588 1 

RR - Recovery Dir 

00 

159 1 

RR - Recovery Dir 

04 

2 1 

RR - Recovery Dir 

05 

4 ! 

RR - Recovery Dir 

06 

31 i 

RR - Recovery Dir 

07 

49 1 

RR - Recovery Dir 

08 

3 i 

RR - Recovery Dir 

09 

846 ; 

RR - Recovery Dir 

11 

338 ; 

RR - Recovery Dir 

12 

208 i 

RR - Recovery Dir 

13 

82 i 

RR - Recov'cry Dir 

14 

43 

RR - Recovery Dir 

15 

26 



825 


RR - Reeoven- Dir Total 


1.791 

RR - Response Dir 

00 

69 

RR - Response Dir 

07 

7 

RR - Response Dir 

08 

2 

RR - Response Dir 

09 

12 

RR - Response Dir 

10 

1 

RR - Response Dir 

H 

35 

RR - Response Dir 

12 

193 

RR - Respoase Dir 

13 

85 

RR - Response Dir 

14 

60 

RR - Response Dir 

15^ 

34 


RR - Response Dir Total 498 

Grand Total 17^91 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Robert Aderholt 

Administrator Craig Fugate, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 201 2 Budget Request - FEMA 
April 6, 201 1 


Question: Please provide for the record a table that shows all funds expended by FF.MA political employees 
for travel in 2010. Include name of individual traveling, purpose of travel, location{s) visited, and total cost. 


Dales of Travel 


PERIOD PERIOD 

I'raveler ^^OJN Total CoM Purptry: 

Director of 
Individual and 
Cnmmunit)' 

AniskolT, Paulette Prep ar edness 3/7/20 IQ 5/1 1/2010 S66 73 rrainini 


TotalCoM Purptfseof l.foyc.l [ location Visitgd 


Director of 
Individual and 
Community 

AniskofF. Paulette Preparedness 3/29/2010 3/30/2010 S234 01 Press Conference Los Angeles. CA 

Director of 
Individual and 
Community 

AniskofT, Paulette Preparedness 3/29/2010 3/30/2QIQ $514 93 Press Conference Los Angeles, CA 


Director of 
Individual and 
Community 


Regional Preparedness 


Aniskoir, Paulette Preparedness 4/8/2010 4/9/2010 $164 50 Roundtable Denver, CO 

Director of 
Individual and 
( ornnmnirt 

Aniskolf l\iuk»e I’rep.iicdncss 4/8/201 0 4/9/2010 $546 13 Training Albuquerque. Nh 

Director ol 
Individual and 
Community 

AniskolT, Patilette Preparedness 4/26/2010 4/29/2010 $377 40 National Conference San Diego, CA 

Director of 
Individual and 
Community 

Aniskoff, Paulette Preparedness 4/26/2010 4/29/2010 $970 66 Natirmal CcHt fer ence ^ Dieet» CA 

Director of 
Individual and 
Community 

AniskofT Paulette Preparedness 5/1 1/ 2010 5/I4/2QIQ $248 50 Training Manhattan. NY 

Director of 
Individual and 
Community 

/Vniskofi P.iuktte Preparedness 5/1 1/2010 5/14/2010 SL27{ 53 Training Manhattan. NY 


I Director of 
I Individual and 


I .Ani skoff . Paulette | Community | 5/17/2010 j S /18 /2010 { $91 50 [ Exercise 


j f.-agk; Hc>nzon Group 
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Preparedness 






AniskolT. Paulette 

Director of 
individual and 
Community 
I’reparedness 

5/17/2010 

5/18/2010 

$14985 

Bagie Horizon Ciroup 
Hxerci.se 

Biuemunt. VA 

Aniskoff. Paulette 

Director of 
Individual and 
Community 
Preparedness 

5/25/2010 

5252010 

$257 15 

Regional Preparetlness 
Roundtable 

Bienver. CO 

Aniskoff, Paulette 

Director of 
Individual and 
Community 
Preparedness 

5/25/2010 

5/252010 

$488 26 

Regional Preparedness 
Roundtable 

Denver. CO 

Aniskoff. Paulette 

Director of 
Individual and 
Community 
Preparedness 

6/22/2010 

624/2010 

$602 75 

UA.SI {.'onference 

New Orleans, 1,A 

Aniskoff Paulette 

Director of 
Individual and 
Community 
Preparedness 

6/22/2010 

6242010 

$1,354 12 

lJA.Si Conference 

New Orleans. LA 

Aniskoff Paulette 

Director of 
individual and 
Community 
Preparedness 

8/23/2010 

8262010 

$268 75 

Rygioo 1 Community 
Meeting 

Seattle. WA 

Aniskoff, Paulette 

Director of 
Individual and 
Community 
Preparedness 

8/23/2010 

8262010 

$1.664 15 

Region I Community 
Meeting 

.Seattle, WA 

Aniskoff Paulette 

Director of 
Individual and 
Community 
Preparedness 

10/27/2010 

10272010 

$107 83 

l-PC.' Meeting 

Chicdut. IL 

Ani-skoO' Paulette 

Director of 
Individual and 
i Community 
: Preparedness 

MV27/2010 

10272010 

$259 3.1 

FPC Meeting 

Chicago. 11. 

Aniskoff. Paulette 

: Director of 
individual and 
Community 
Preparedness 

10/31/2010 

i 1/2/2010 

S37095 

I.AHM Conference 

San Antonio. TX 

Aniskoff Piwlctte 

Director of 
Individual and 
Community 
Preparedness 

10/31/2010 

i 1/2/2010 

$1,008 73 

lAHM Conference 

San Antonio. T'X 

Beckham. Steward [> 

Director. Ofllce 
ofNCRC 

1/7/2010 

122010 

$27 50 

Training 

Washington IX.' 

Beckham. Steward 1) 

Director. Office 
OfNCRC 

; i/20/2010 

1/202010 

$8 00 

Training 

Washington IX.' 

Beckham. Steward D 

Director. Olfice 
OfNCRC 

1/25/2010 

1272010 

$157 60 

Attend Regional Border 
C.\>ordinaiion 

Texas 

Beckham. Steward D 

Director. Office 
ofNCRC 

i/25/2010 

1272010 

SI64 00 

Attend Regional Border 
Coordination 

Texas 

Rcckham. Stcwttfd I) 

Director. Office 
OfNCRC 

.V6.20IO 

32/2010 

$103 60 

framing 

Alexandria. VA 

Beckham. Steward D 

Director. Office 
ofNCRC 

5/7/2010 

522010 

$88 23 

i..<Kal 

Alexandria. VA 

Beckham. Steward [) 

Director. Office 
ofNCRC 

5/17/2010 

5/182010 

$152 00 

Eiagle 1 lofiAiii Group 
K-xcrciNc 

Berryville. VA 

Beckham. Steward D 

Director, Office 
ofNCRC 

5/17,20)0 

5/182010 

$10 72 

H^ic Horizon Group 
Hxercise 

Berry vilie. VA 

Beckham. Steward D 

Director. Office 
OfNCRC 

6222010 

624.2010 

$273 35 

National 1 lomeland 
Security Consortium 
Meeting 

Chicago. IL 

Beckham. Steward D 

Director. Office 
of Nt, RC 

6222010 

6242010 

$81669 

National Homeland 
Security Consortium 
MeiSing 

Chicago. !L 

Boyce. Don R 

Rceional 
.\dmiiiistratof. 
Region 1 

7/18/2010 

7.222010 

$306 52 

Disaster/ Sue Visit 

Washington. LX 
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Bovce. Don R 

RcCH.iUl 
Adinimsiralor. 
Rcaion I 

7/18/2010 

imam 

$528 79 

Disaster/ Sue Visit 

Washington. iX" 

Bovce. D(.in R 

Roeional 
Administrator. 
Keji’on ! 

9/20/2010 

9/21/2010 

$84 00 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Aiico'la. Maine 

Bovce. Don R 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region 1 

moiim 

9/21/2010 

$11235 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

AiigU'.ia. Maine 

Bovce, Don R 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Rceivn 1 

10/20/2010 

10/22/2010 

SI96 75 

Conference 

Little Rock, AR 

Bovce. Don R 

Regional 
Admmistrator, 
Region 1 

10/20/2010 

1 0,22/20 10 

$736 50 

Conference 

Little Rock. AR 

Bovce. Don R 

Regional 
Admmistrator, 
Region 1 

n/3/2010 

11/3/2010 

$82 (X) 

Conference 

Washington. DC? 

Bovce. Don R 

Regional 
Adminisirator. 
Region 1 

11/3/2010 

I1/J/20I0 

$563 33 

Conference 

Washington. DC 

Camp. Gwen M 

Director, 

Imergovemmeniai 
Affairs Division 

4/15/2010 

4/15/2010 

$72 00 

Staff Administrator 

Baton Rouge. l,A 

Camp, Gwen M 

Director. 

Inlergovemmentai 
.Affairs Division 

5/3/2010 

^aam 

$103 50 

Staff Administrator 

Devil's Lake. ND 

Camp. (5wen M 

Director, 

Intergovemmenlal 
Affairs Division 

5/5/2010 

6/11/2010 

$191 00 

Trammc 

FLMA HO 

Camp, Gwen M 

Director. 

Intergovernmental 
Affairs Division 

5/25/20)0 

,‘5/262010 

$151 50 

Governors Hurricane 
C'onference 

Ft Lauderdale. FI., 

Camp. Gwen M 

Director, 

Intergovernmental 
Affairs Division 

5/25/2010 

5262010 

$12099 

Governors Hurricane 
Conference 

Ft Lauderdale. I'L 

Camp. Gwen M 

Director. 

Intergovernmental 
Affairs Division 

5/25/2010 

5252010 

$32 83 

Governors Hurricane 
Conference 

Ft Lauderdale. FL 

Camp. Owen M 

Director, 

Inlcrgovernmenial 
Affairs Divusion 

5/25/2010 

5252010 

$319 40 

Governors l iumcanc 
Conference 

Fl i.auderdale. FL 

Camp. Owen M 

Director, 

Intergovernmental 
Affairs Division 

6/10/20)0 

6/172010 

$179 50 

Regional Admin 
Conference 

Boston, MA 

Camp. Gwen M 

Director, 

Intergovernmental 
Affairs Division 

6/16/2010 

6/17.2010 

$536 61 

Regional Admin 
Conference 

Boston. MA 

Camp. Gwen M 

Director, 

Intergovernmental 
■Affairs Division 

6/16/2010 

6/302010 

$11500 

Regional Admin 
Conference 

Boston. MA 

Camp. Gwen M 

Director. 

Intergovernmental 
Affairs Division 

7/9/2010 

7/112010 

$249 50 

National C'oiinsci of 
Governors 

Boston. M.A 

Camp. Gwen M 

Director, 

Intergovernmental 
Affairs Division 

7/9/2010 

7/112010 

$621 79 

National Counsel of 
(iovemors 

Boston. MA 

Camp, Gwen M 

Director. 

Intergovernmental 
Affairs Division 

7/9/2010 

7/102010 

$42 78 

National Counsel of 
(iovemors 

Boston. MA 

Camp. Gwen M 

Director. 

intergovemmenlal 
Affairs Division 

7/9/2010 

7/102010 

$119 70 

National Counsel of 
Governors 

Boston. .MA 

Camp, Gwen M 

Director. 

intergovernmental 
•Affairs Division 

7/29/2010 

8232010 

$125 56 

Natitmal L( (iov 

Assoc/U Unified Area 
Command 

Biloxi. MS/ 

New (frieans, L.A 
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Camp. Gwen M 

Director, 

Inlergovemmenia! 
Affairs Division 

8/I2/20I0 

8/13/2010 

SI97 58 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

N'ew Orleans. LA 

Camp, Gwen M 

Director. 

Intergovernmental 
Affairs Division 

8/12/2010 

8/13/2010 

$1,082 77 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

Camp, (.iwen M 

Director. 

Intergovernmental 
Affairs Division 

8/23/2010 

8/30/2010 

$^74 

Disaster/ Sue Visit 

New Orleans. LA 

Camp. Gw'en M 

Director. 

Intergovernmental 
Affairs Division 

8/23/2010 

8/30/2010 

$1,397 16 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

New Orleans. LA 

Camp. Gwen M 

Director. 

Intergovernmental 
Affairs Division 

9/23^010 

9/24/2010 

$3023 

White House 

Washington. DC 

Camp, Gwen M 

Director, 

Intergovernmental 
Affairs Division 

10/7, -20 10 

10/7/2010 

$55 23 

Taxi from l-'LMA to 

DHS 

Washmgion, DC 

Camp. Gwen M 

Director. 

Intergovernmental 
Affairs Division 

10/17^010 

10/21/2010 

$491 74 

NTMA Annual 

Meeting 

Little Rock. AR 

Camp. Gwen M 

i.)t rector. 

Intergovernmental 
Affairs Division 

10/17/2010 

I0/2I/20I0 

51.15671 

NF.MA Annual 

Meeting 

Little Rock. AR 

Camp. Gwen M 

Director, 

IntcTgovcmmcnia! 
Affairs Division 

IO/27/20fO 

Ift27/20I0 

$106 43 

Meeting 

Tvson's Comer, VA 

C’amp, Owen M 

Director. 

Intergovemmental 
Affairs Division 

10/30/2010 

11/2/2010 

$31,3 00 

lAEM Conference 

San Antonio. 1 X 

Camp, Gwen M 

Director. 

Intergovernmental 
Affairs Division 

I0/3W2O1O 

11/2/2010 

$1,301 38 

lAtM Conference 

San Antonio. TX 

Canton, l.vnn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region 1! 

I/I 1/2010 

1/14.2010 

$693 18 

Region^ Admin 
Conference 

Tampa fT. 

Canton. L,vnn G 

Regional 
Administrator, 
Region 11 

1/25/2010 

1/25/2010 

$158 40 

Conference 

Yaphank. NY 

Canton. l.,vnn G 

Regional 
Admini-strator. 
Region II 

mifim 

1/28.2010 

$231 13 

Outreach meetings 

New York 

Canton. Lvnn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region I! 

1/27/2010 

1282010 

$9t 00 

Outreach meonnus 

New York 

Canton. Lvnn Cj 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region It 

2/7/2010 

2/82010 

$236 95 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

PR. NJ, NY 

Canton. Lvnn 0 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region 11 

2/7/2010 

2/82010 

$1,697 19 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

PR. NJ.NY 

C'anton, Lv nn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region II 

2/9/2010 

2/122010 

$430 20 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

PR.NJ.NY 

Canton. Lynn tt 

Regnvnal 
Administrator. 
Region 11 

2/9/2010 

2/122010 

SI. 192 65 

Disaster/ Sue Visit 

PR. NJ. NY 

Ctmton. t..vnn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region 11 

3/3/2010 

3/102010 

$662 65 

|-1-:MA/N1-MA Mid 

Year Conf 

Washineii'ii, IX 

Canton. Lvnn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region !i 

.3/3/2010 

3/ia20!0 

$2,380 89 

|•'I:;M/VN^MA Mid 

Year Conf 

Washmgion DC 

C^ton, Lvnn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region 11 

3/22/2010 

3262010 

$419 15 

RISC Conference 

PR, NJ.NY 

Canton. Lvnn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region 1) 

3/22'2010 

3.262010 

$1,841 61 

RISC Conference 

PR. NJ. NY 
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Canton, l.vnn (i 

Regional 
\dministralor. 
Reaion 11 

3/2&'20l0 

4/12010 

$553 65 

Leadership Meeting/ 
Hurricane Conf 

Washington. IX' / 

Florida 

Canton. Lynn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Reaion !l 

3/28/2010 

4/1/2010 

SI. 723 93 

leadership Meeting/' 
Hurricane Conf 

WashingtOTi. DC / 

Florida 

Canton, L.vnn G 

Regional 
Administrator, 
Region 11 

4/5/2010 

4/52010 

$244 99 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

New York 

Canton. Lynn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region 11 

4/9/2010 

4/92010 

$218 70 

SCI Clearance 

Maynard, MA 

C'anton. Lynn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Reaion !1 

4/12/2010 

4/142010 

$308 70 

USACL/FEMA Senior 
Seminar 

/krhngton. VA 

Canton. L,ynn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Reaion II 

4/12/2010 

4/142010 

$1,31927 

ILS.ACFVFnMA Senior 
Seminar 

Arlington, VA 

Canton. i..vnn (j 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Reaion II 

5/16/2010 

5/192010 

$387 10 

Training 

Washington, DC 

Canton. Lynn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Reaion il 

5/16/2010 

5/192010 

S1.825 15 

Trammg 

Washington. IX’ 

Canton. l.vnn G 

Regional 
Administrator, 
Region H 

5/27/2010 

5272010 



Washington, IX' 

Canton. l.vnn G 

Regional 
Administrator, 
Region 11 

.5/27/2010 

5272010 

S168 95 

Meeting 

Washington. IX. 

Canton, Lvnn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region !l 

6A»/2010 

6A)2010 

$96 69 

LtKal 

Ft Monmouth, NJ 

Canton. Lynn 0 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region (1 

6/14/2010 

6/17/2010 

$493 24 

Regional Administrator 
Meeting 

Boston. MA 

Canton, Lynn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region n 

6/14/2010 

6/172010 

$803 86 

Regional Administrator 
Meeting 

Boston. MA 

Canton, l-vnn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region II 

629/2010 

6292010 

$40 00 

Other 

Washington. DC 

Canton, [.vnn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region II 

6292010 

6.29/2010 

$146 15 

Other 

Washington. DC? 

Canton. Lvnn G 

Regional 
AdminisU'ator. 
Rcuion II 

7/192010 

721/2010 

$267 50 

Other 

Winchester. VA 

Canton. Lvnn G 

Regional 
^dniinistrator. 
Region il 

7/19/2010 

7212010 

$944 .10 

Other 

Winchester. VA 

Canton, [.vnn (5 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Reaion li 

8/32010 

822010 

$99 37 

I on Dix. NJ 

Fort Dix. NJ 

Canton. l.vnn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region I! 

820/2010 

8202010 

$50 («) 

Other 

Washmgiwi. DC.' 

Canton. Lvnn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region (1 

8202010 

8202010 

S808 84 

Other 

Washington. DC 

Canton, i-vnn (i 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region n 

8222010 

8242010 

$305 00 

Other 

Arlington, VA 

Canton. Lsnn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region II 

822/2010 

8/242010 

$1,194 40 

Other 

Arlington, VA 

Canton. Lynn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region 11 

9/132010 

9/182010 

$865 75 

Confercnce/training/'silc 

visit 

NY. NJ. IX' 

Canton, Lynn G 

Regional 
Administrator, 
Region II 

9/132010 

9/182010 

$2.634 31 

Confercnce/traming/site 

visit 

NY. NJ, iX' 

Canton, [.vnn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region [ [ 

9/212010 

9212010 

•stX 22 

Town Hall Meeting 

L(x;al 
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Canton, Lynn G 

Regional 
Administrator, 
Reaion 11 

lO/I^OlO 

10 / 1,2010 

$45 23 

Town Hail Meeting 

Local 

Canton, Lynn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region 11 

10 / 13,^010 

ia ' 15/2010 

$407 50 

Homeland Security 
Conference 

St Thomas. FC VIR 

Canton, Lynn G 

Regional 
Administrator, 
Region li 

10 / 13/2010 

10 / 15/2010 

$ 1.59190 

Homeland Security 
Conference 

St Thomas. FC ViR 

Canton. Lvnn G 

Regional 

Administrator, 

Region 

10 / 18/2010 

10/222010 

$917 50 

NEMA Conference 

Little Rock. ,AR 

Canton, Lvnn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Kemon 11 

10 / 18/2010 

10 / 22/2010 

$535 33 

NEMA Conierence 

Little Rock. AR 

Canton, Lvnn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region 11 

10 / 28/2010 

10 / 28^010 

$77 76 

Protect Freedom 

Rohbmsviiie. NJ 

Canton. I.,vnn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region 1! 

10 ,- 20/20 10 

10 / 29/2010 

$28 76 

NYS Government 
Managers 

Albany. NY 

Canton, Lynn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region 11 

10 / 31/2010 

r 1 / 3/2010 

$957 86 

lAEM Conference 

San Antonio. TX 

Canton. Lynn G 

Regional 
•Administrator, 
Region 11 

10 / 31/2010 

11 / 3/2010 

$ 1.247 53 

lAEM Conference 

San Antonio. TX 

Canton, Lynn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region II 

M / 8 / 20 IU 

1 1 /' 8 / 20!0 

$24 76 

OlT’ice of Temporary & 
DisabiliEv Assistance 

Albany. NY 

Canton, L.vnn G 

Regional 
Administrator. 
Region II 

M / 9/2010 

1 1 / 9/2010 

$155 26 

Homeland Sccunty 
Semina 

Dobbs Ferryy NY 

Canxtii. Bradley W 

Press Secretary. 
Public AtTairs 
Divt-sion 

1 / 12/2010 

1 / 13^010 

$76 50 

Media Appearance 

NCV New Orleans. LA 

Carroil. Bradley W 

Press Secretary-. 
Public Affairs 
Divtsion 

1 / 12/2010 

1 / 13^010 

$ 1.42691 

Media Appearance 

NC7 NewCWeans, I.A 

Carroll. Bradley W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

1 / 12,2010 

1 / 12/2010 

$1 00 

Media Appearance 

NC7 New Orleaas. LA 

Carroll. Bradley W 

Press Secretary , 
Public Affairs 
Division 

1 / 27/2010 

i 2K’:iiio 

$142 00 

Meeting 

Seattle. Washington 

Carroil. Bradley W 

Press Secretary. 
Public AfTairs 
Division 

J / 27/2010 

1 / 28.2010 

$ 1,883 77 

Mceitng 

Seattle. Wa.shinBton 

Canv'll. Bradley W 

Press Secretary, 
Public Aflaifs 
Division 

2 / 28/2010 

3 / 2/2010 

$177 50 

To assist Administrator 

Boston. MA 

Carroll. Bradley W 

Press Secfciafy. 
Public AfTairs 
Division 

2 / 28/2010 

3 / 2/2010 

$ 1,205 27 

To assist Administrator 

Boston. MA 

Carroll. Bradlev W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Aflairs 
Division 

3 / 30/2010 

4 / 1/2010 

$14000 

National Hurricane 
Conference 

Tampa FL 

Carroll. Bradley \V 

Press .Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

3 / 30/2010 

4 / 1/2010 

$905 49 

National Hurricane 
Conference 

Tampa FL 

Carroll. 8radie\- W 

Press Secretary. 
Public AtTairs 
Division 

4 / 6/2010 

4 / 6/2010 

$71 00 

Lmergeney 

Management Meeting 

New York. NY 

Carroll. Bradlev W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

4 / 6/2010 

4 / 6/2010 

$.398 00 

Emergency 

Management Meeting 

New York, NY 

Carroll. Bradlev W 

l^ss Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

4 / 28/2010 

4 ,- 29/20 10 

$84 00 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Gulfport. MS 

Carroil. Bradlev W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

4 / 28/2010 

4 / 29^010 

$634 00 

fravei with 

Administrator 

Gulfport. MS 
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C'arroll, Bradley W 

Press Secretarv. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

5/3./2010 

5/4./2010 

$132 00 

Emergency 

Manacemcni Meetina 

New York. NY 

Cam>ll. Bradley W 

Press Secretary'. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

5./3/20I0 

5/4^010 

$318 !8 

Emergency 

Vltmasement Meeting 

New York. NY 

Carroll, Bradiev VV 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

5/6/2010 

5/8/2010 

$16745 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Memphis. TN 

Carroil. Bradiev W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

5/6/‘20l0 

5/8/2010 

$506 72 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Memphis. TN 

Carroll. Bradiev W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

5/ia/20l0 

5/10/2010 

$53 25 

Travel with 
Administrator 

Chicago, IL. 

Carroil. Bradiev W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

5/10/2010 

5/l{V2010 

$26423 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Chk.ico IL 

Carroll. Bradiev W 

Press Secretary, 
Public Affairs 
Division 

5/12/2010 

5/13/2010 

$84 00 

Travel with 
Administrator 

Orlando. I-L 

Carroll, Bradiev W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

5/12/2010 

5/13/2010 

$763 73 

Travel w-ith 
.Administrator 

Orlando. PL 

Carroll, Bradley W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

5/1 <^20 10 

5/19/2010 

$60 75 

I'ravel with 

Administrator 

OaklahomaCity. OK 

Carroll, Bradiev W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

5/10/2010 

5/19/2010 

$471 63 

I ravcl with 

Administrator 

Oaklahoma Citv. OK 

Carroll. Bradley W 

Press Secretary, 
Public Affairs 
Division 

6/1/2010 

6/1/2010 

$57 00 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Atlanta. GA 

Carroll. Bradiev W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

6/1/2010 

6/1/2010 

$473 23 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Atlanta. GA 

Carroll. Bradiev W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

6/21/2010 

6/24/2010 

$242 81 

Disaster/ .Site Visit 

Memphis. TN 

Carroll. Bradiev W 

Press .Secretary, 
Public Affairs 
Division 

6/21/2010 

6/24-'2()IO 

$1,666 75 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Memphis. IN 

Carroll. Bradiev W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

6/29/2010 

7/2/2010 

$332 82 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Texas 

Carroll. Bradiev W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

6/29/2010 

7/2,/20iO 

SI. 408 10 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Texas 

Carroll. Bradiev W 

Press Secretary, 
Public Affairs 
Division 

8/25/2010 

8/.30/201() 

$.190 50 

Public Affairs 

New Orleans. LA 

Carroll. Bradiev W 

Press Secretary, 
Public Affairs 
Division 

8/25/2010 

8/30/2010 

SI. 106 08 

Public Aflairs 

New Orleans. LA 

Carroll. Bradiev W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

9/1/2010 

9/2/2010 

$25641 

Admin -Support for 
Region IV 

Atlanta. GA 

Carroil. Bradiev W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

9/1/2010 

9^010 

$589 89 

Adtnui Support for 

Region IV 

Atlanta. GA 

Carroll. Bradiev W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

9/14/2010 

9/16,-20l0 

$252 50 

support for Deputy- 
Administrator 

Los Angeles. CA 

Carroll. Bradiev W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

9/14/2010 

9/I6/20I0 

$678 14 

supfHirt for Deputy 
Administrator 

Los Angeles. CA 

Caroll. Bradiev W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

IO/ia'2010 

10/21/2010 

$.535 53 

Conferences 

Little Rock. AR 

Carroil. Bradiev W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

10/18/2010 

Ift^ 1/2010 

$985 05 

Conferences 

Little Rwk. AR 

('arroll. Bradiev W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

11/1/2010 

1 1/5/2010 

$259 50 

Conference 

San Antonio. TX/ 

Orlando, PL 
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Carroll. Bradicv W 

Press Secretary. 
Public Affairs 
Division 

1 1/1/2010 

1 1/5/2010 

S 1.693 82 

Conference 

San Antonio. I'.X/ 

Orlando. Ul. 

Carwife In. William 1. 

Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

2/4./20I0 

2/15/2010 

S297 50 

NDPC Quarterly 

Meetine 

Honolulu. Hi 

Carw'ile in, William L. 

As.sociate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

2/4/2010 

2/15/2010 

$813 (X) 

NDPC Quarterly 

Meetina 

Honolulu. HI 

Carwilc 111. William L 

Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

2/22/2010 

2/25/2010 

$223 55 

Workshop on 
Preparedness 

Boulder. CO 

Carwile hi. William 1, 

Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

2/22/2010 

2/25/2010 

$978 58 

Workshop on 
Preparedness 

Boulder, (X) 

CarHile In. Willi^i L 

Assiiciaie 
Administrator, 
Response and 
Recovers 

3/3/2010 

3/4/2010 

SI99 00 

US Army War CoHeae 

Carlisle, PA 

Carvvile In. William 1. 

Associate 
Administrator, 
Response and 
Recovery 

3/3/2010 

3/4^010 

$5700 

US Arms War Collcac 

Carlisle, PA 

Carw^'le in. Wiilimn t 

Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

4/29/2010 

5/3/2010 

$25025 

Site Visit 

San Francisco 

Carwilc 111. William L 

Associate 
Administrator. 
Response aid 
Recovery 

4/29/2010 

5/3/2010 

$692 66 

Sue Visit 

San Francisco 

Carwile hi. William L 

Associate 
.Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

5/4/2010 

S.TOOlO 

$457 50 

Conference 

Taiwan 

Carwilc 111. William L 

Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

5/4/2010 

5/9/2010 

$2.013 21 

Conference 

Taiwan 

Ciawilc In. William L 

Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

6/3/2010 

6/5/2010 

$13970 

Tn-Statc flumeane 
Conference 

Mobile. AL 

Carwilc In. William L 

Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

6/3/2010 

6/5/2010 

$739 51 

■fri-State Hurricane 
Conference 

Mobile. AL 

Carwilc III. William L 

Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

6/14/2010 

6/17.2010 

$36900 

R/VR&R llumcane 
Discussion 

Boston. MA 

Carwile In. William L 

Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

6/14/2010 

6/17/2010 

SI. 151 67 

RA/R&R Hurricane 
Discussion 

Boston. MA 

Carwile hi. William L 

■Associate 

Administrator. 

Response 

Recoverv 

g/28/20I0 

8/302010 

$247 SO 

Site Visit 

(iulfport. MS 

Carwile In, William L 

Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

8/28/2010 

8.00/2010 

$1,433 02 

Sue Visit 

Gulfport. MS 

Carwile In, William 1. 

Associate 
Administrator, 
Response suid 
Recovery 

9/13/2010 

9/I5/20J0 

$281 42 

Site Visit 

Denver. CO 

Carwilc In. William L 

Associate 
Administrator, 
Response and 
Recovery 

9/13/2010 

9/J 5/2010 

$1,038 37 

Site Visit 

Denver. CO 
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Caroile in. William L 

Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovers 

10/14/2010 

10/15/2010 

S200 15 

Conference trip to 
Region 9 

San fTancisco. t. A 

Carwile in. W'lHiam L 

Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

10/14/2010 

10/152010 

$729 87 

Conference trip to 
Region 9 

San Francisco. CA 

Carwile hi. Whiliam L 

•Associate 
Administrator. 
Response tuid 
Recovers' 

10/18/2010 

10212010 

$376 06 

NtvMA (ronl’erence 

Little Rock. AR 

Carwile In. William L 

Associate 
Administrator. 
Respoase and 
Recoverv 

10/18/2010 

\m\l2Q\Q 

$1.94226 

NEMA C'onference 

Little RiKk. AK 

Carwile In. William L 

Associate 
.Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

10/26/2010 

1(^2820 10 

S356 03 

Region X RISC: 

Meeting 

Ponland. OR 

Carwilc In. Whiiiam 1. 

Associate 
Administrator- 
Response and 
Recoverv 

10/26/2010 

ia28.20l0 

$1.862 79 

Region X RISC 

Meeting 

Portland. OR 

Coen, Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

1/1 1./20I0 

1/132010 

$157 30 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Tampa FT. 

Coen, Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

l/n/20}0 

1/132010 

$855 45 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Tampa FL 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

1/16/2010 

1202010 

$64 (K) 

Training 

Washington. LX' 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

1/22/2010 

124/2010 

$846 50 

Tlaiti Earthquake 
Assistance 

Santo Domingo 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

1/22/2010 

1242010 

$724 52 

Haiti Earthquake 
Assistance 

Santo Domingo 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

1.2 7/20 10 

1292010 

$177 50 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Seattle, WA 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

1272010 

129/20!() 

$1,907 29 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Seattle. WA 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

2232010 

2/252010 

SI65 00 

Travel with 

Administrator 

I,)cnver. CO 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

2232010 

2252010 

$672 65 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Denver. CO 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

2282010 

.322010 

$211 25 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Bo.ston. MA/ 

Hartford, CT 

Coco. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

228/2010 

322010 

$959 05 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Boston. MA/ 

Hartford, CT 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
AdmmistrMof 

3/142010 

3/17/2010 

$577 50 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Belgium Brus.sc)s 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

3/14.2010 

3/172010 

$1,4.38 50 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Belgium Brussels 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

.3/302010 

42/2010 

$.306 10 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Orlando. IT- 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

.3/302010 

422010 

SI.2273I 

Travel with 
.Xdmmistrator 

Orlando, K. 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

4/112010 

4/132010 

$268 04 

Travel with 

Administrator 

San Diego. Ontario. 

San Francisco 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

4/1 1/2010 

4/132010 

$1,341 55 

Travel with 

Administrator 

•San Dicco Ontario. 

San Ftoikkco 

Coen, Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

4/282010 

4292010 

SI2I92 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Ciulfport, MS 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

4.282010 

4292010 

$693 17 

Travel with 
.Administrator 

Ciulfport. MS 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

5.220 !0 

5/42010 

$84 00 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Na.shville, IN 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

5/32010 

5/42010 

$351 01 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Nashville. LN 
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Coen, Michaei 

C ounselor to the 
Administrator 

5/6/2010 

5/8/2010 

$1^70 

Travel with 
Administrator 

Nashville. TN / 

Memphis. TN 

Coen, Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

5/6/2010 

5^010 

$49092 

Travel with 
Administrator 

Nashville. TN / 

Memphis. TN 

C-oen, Michaei 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

s/ia^oio 

5/1(^010 

$6925 

Sweartn in Ceremony 

New Orleans. l,A 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

5/1(^2010 

5/l{V2010 

$252 15 

Swearin in Ceremony 

New Orleans. LA 

Coen, Michael 

C'ounselor to the 
Administrator 

5/12/2010 

5/13/2010 

$132 71 

Attend NVC)Af3 
Conference 

Boston. MA 

Coen, Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

5/12/2010 

5/13/2010 

$733 04 

Attend N'VOAD 
C?(infcrencc 

Boston. MA 

Coen, Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

5/25/2010 

5/26/2010 

$11700 

Travel with 
Administrator 

Little Rock, AR 

Coen. Michael 

C'ounselor to the 
Administrator 

5/25/2010 

5/26/2010 

$444 94 

Travel with 
Administrator 

Little Rock. AR 

Coen, Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

6/I.20I0 

6/1/2010 

$72 75 

Site Visit 

Atlanta. OA 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

6/1/2010 

6/1-2010 

$534 95 

Site Visit 

Atlanta. CiA 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

6/14/2010 

6/16/2010 

$242 34 

Regional Administrator 
Meetina 

Boston. MA 

Coen. Michael 

C'ounselor to the 
Administrator 

6/14/2010 

6/162010 

$78891 

Regional Administrator 
Meeting 

Boston, MA 

Coen, Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

6/21/2010 

6/22/2010 

$11700 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Nashville. TN 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

6/21/2010 

6/222010 

$1.056 08 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Nashville. TN 

Coen, Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

6/24/2010 

6252010 

$1.17 02 

ConferetKe 

Miami. FI, 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

6/24/2010 

6252010 

$1.034 31 

C’onfcrenec 

Miami. FL 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

6/28/2010 

6292010 

SI19 25 

Travel with 

Administrator 

New Orleans. LA 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

6/28/2010 

629/2010 

$433 19 

Travel with 

Administrator 

New Orleans. LA 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

6/3(V20!() 

7/12010 

$99 61 

FLliTC' Conference 

Jacksonville, Fl,y 

Brunswick. OA 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

6/30/2010 

7/1/2010 

S84946 

FlfTTC Conference 

Jacksonville, Fly 

Brunswick. CiA 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

7/21/2010 

7/24/2010 

$275 00 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Mosexm 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

7/21/2010 

724.2010 

$6,733 71 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Moscow 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

8/3/2010 

8/52010 

$217 58 

C'onfercnce 

Denver. CC.1 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

8/3/2010 

8/52010 

$1,458 65 

Conference 

Denver. C'O 

Coen, Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

8/25/2010 

&'2920I0 

$45! 82 

Travel with 

Administrator 

New Orleans. LA 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

8/25/2010 

8292010 

SI. 640 08 

'fravel with 

Administrator 

New Orleans. LA 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

8/30/2010 

8/'3020lO 

$19 00 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Philadelphia. PA 

Coen, Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

8/3a20l0 

8/30/'20l0 

$230 83 

Travel with 
•Administrator 

Philadelphia. PA 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

wuaolo 

9/142010 

$93 00 

Travel with 

Administrator 

C'oiorado Springs. CO 

Coen. Michael 

C'ounselor to the 
Administrator 

9/1.3/2010 

9/1 4/20 10 

$562 97 

Travel with 

Administrator 

C-'olorado Springs. CX) 
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Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

!0/lg/20l0 

10212010 

$223 53 

Conference 

Little Rock. AR 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

10/18/2010 

I02I20I0 

$1,238 53 

Conference 

Little Rock. AR 

Coen, Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

J0/27./20I0 

10292010 

$257 53 

Accompany 
Administrator to 
TEfTMED 

San Dicao. CA 

Coen, Michael 

Counselor to the 
•Administrator 

10/27/2010 

1029/2010 

$2,007 80 

.Acarmpany 
Administrator to 
TEDMED 

San Dieao. CA 

Coen, Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

If/I/2010 

11/22010 

$175 23 

l.AEM Annual 
Conference 

San .Antonio. TX 

Coen. Michael 

Counselor to the 
Administrator 

11/1/2010 

11/22010 

$764 44 

lAEM Annua! 
Conference 

San Antonio. TX 

Colbum. Chnstooher Brent 

Director, OfTice 
of External 

Affairs 

1/12/2010 

1/132010 

$76 50 

External .Affairs 

Tampa FI. 

Colburn. Christopher Brent 

Director. Dfftce 
of Externa! 

Affairs 

1/I2^0i0 

i/13/2010 

$701 05 

External Affairs 

Tampa FI. 

Colburn. Christopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of Externa! 

AtTairs 

f/15/2010 

I/I 62010 

$3000 

Conference 

Local 

Colbum. Christopher Brent 

Director, OITlce 
of External 
•Affairs 

l/22i'20l0 

I2320I0 

$98 75 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Santo Domineo 

Colburn. Christopher Brent 

Director. (JtEice 
of Externa! 

Affairs 

1/22/2010 

1232010 

$724 45 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Santo Dominuo 

Colbum. Chnslopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of Externa! 

Affairs 

1/26/2010 

I2&20IO 

$25 01 

Mectine 

L.ocal 

Colbum. Christopher Brent 

Director, OfTice 
of E-xtemai 

Affairs 

2/2(V20l0 

2252010 

S23I 00 

Cv«it Scencrio 

Denver. CO 

Colburn. Cbnstopher Brent 

Director, Office 
of External 

Affairs 

2/20/2010 

2252010 

$675 65 

Event Scenerio 

Denver. CO 

Colbum. Christopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of External 

Affairs 

3/14/2010 

3/172010 

$668 00 

Travel vsith 

Administrator 

Belfiium Bru.ssc!s 

C'oibum. Christopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of External 

Affairs 

3/14/2010 

3/17/2010 

S1.434 29 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Belgium Brussels 

Colbum. Christopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of External 

Affairs 

3/30/2010 

4/12010 

$152 00 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Orlando. El. 

Colbum. Christopher Brent 

Director, Office 
of External 

Affairs 

3/30/2010 

4/1/2010 

$1.040 48 

Travel with 

Administrator 

Orlando. FI, 

Colburn. Christopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of Externa! 

Affairs 

4/6/2010 

4/72010 

$17440 

Interjxcncv MceuncN 

New YorkCitv. NY 

Colbum. Christopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of External 

Affairs 

4/6,2010 

42,2010 

$709 40 

interaeenev Meetines 

New York Citv. NY 

Colburn. Christopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of Eixtema! 

Affairs 

4/L3/20I0 

4/|420iO 

$164 33 

Roundtable meetines 

Bentonville. AR 

Colbum. Christopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of Externa! 

■Affairs 

4/J320IO 

4/14/2010 

$749 93 

Roundtable meetines 

Bentonville. AR 

Colbum. Chnstopher Brent 

Director, Office 
of External 

Affairs 

5.22010 

5/820i0 

$139 00 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

New Orleans. LA 

Colbum. Christopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of External 

Alfairs 

5/72010 

5/8/2010 

$560 18 

Disaster/ .Site Visit 

New Orleans. 

Colbum, Christopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of External 

Affairs 

5/172010 

5/182010 


C<X)P Exercise 

Berrvville. VA 

Colbum. Christopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of External 

5./1 72010 

5/182010 

$11301 

C(X)P Exercise 

Berrvvilie. VA ! 
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Affairs 






Colburn, Christopher Brent 

Director, Office 
of external 

Affairs 

6/1 6/2010 

6/18/2010 

SKte 50 

Cancelled m Fed 
Traveler 

Bo.ston. MA 

Coibiirn, Christopher Brent 

Director, (ffllce 
of Fxfernal 

Affairs 

6/16/2010 

6/18/2010 

S902 81 

Cancelled in Fed 
Traveler 

Boslon, MA 

Colburn, Christopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of Fxternal 

Affairs 

6/21/2010 

6/22/2010 

$119.86 

Conferences 

nashviile. IN 

Colburn. Chnstopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of External 

Affairs 

6/21/2010 

6/22/2010 

$470 72 

Conferences 

nashville. TN 

Colbuni. Christopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of E.xtcrna! 

•MTairs 

6/2I/20I0 

6/21/2010 

$1263 

Conferences 

Nashville. TN 

Colburn, Chnstopher Brent 

Director, Office 
of External 

Affairs 

6/27/2010 

6/29/2010 

$16822 

Conferences 

Mobile. AL /Fiouma. LA 

Colburn, Chnstopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of External 

Affairs 

6/27/2010 

429/2010 

$966 14 

Conference.s 

Mobile, AL /Houma. 1...A 

Colburn, Christopher Brent 

Director, Office 
of External 

Affairs 

7/22/2010 

724/2010 

$275 00 

Bilateral Prcsidcniia! 
Commis.sion 

Moscow 

Colburn. Christopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of Fixtemai 

Affairs 

7/22/2010 

7242010 

$6.81046 

Bilateral Presidential 
Commission 

Moscow 

Colburn, Chnstopher Brent 

Director, Office 
of F-xtemal 

Affairs 

8/28/2010 

8/302010 

$197 50 

Cancelled m Fed 

Traveler 

New Orleans. LA 

Coibum. Christopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of E.xtemai 

Affairs 

8/28/2010 

8/302010 

$83727 

Cancelled in Fed 

Traveler 

New Orleans. LA 

Colburn. Christopher Brent 

Director, Office 
of External 

Affairs 

10/18/2010 

10/21/2010 

$273 50 

Conference 

Little Rock. AR 

Coibum. Christopher Brent 

Director, Office 
of External 

Affairs 

10/18/2010 

10212010 

SI.294 23 

Conference 

Little Rock. AR 

Coibum. Christopher Brent 

Director, Office 
of External 

Affairs 

10/18/2010 

1 0/20/20 10 

$65 66 

Conference 

Litlle Rock. AR 

Colburn. Christopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of External 

Affairs 

10/18/2010 

10/20/2010 

$538 95 

Conference 

Little Rock. AR 

Colburn. Christopher Brent 

f^ireclor. Office 
of External 

Affairs 

10/27/2010 

1029/2010 

$255 07 

TED MED 

San Dieao CA 

Coibum. Christopher Brent 

Director. Offia* 
of F'ixtemal 

A flairs 

10/27/2010 

i 0/2920 10 

$1.41205 

TED MED 

San Dicao. CA 

Coibum. Christopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of External 

Affairs 

11/2/2010 

1 1/520IO 

$467 72 

Space Shuttle Discover 

Orlando, FL 

Coibum. t?hristopher Brent 

Director. Office 
of External 

Affairs 

11/2/2010 

1 1/52010 

$1.116 32 

Space Shuttle Discover 

Orlando. FL 

PmcEan. Robin Fudee 

Regional 

Administrator 

4/27/2010 

8/52010 

$141 98 

Activation and 
dcpolo>ment 
exercisc/Mectinii'T'ire 
Exercise/FIotrd 
Awareness/NAC Meet 

Local 

Fmeean, Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

5/2/2010 

52/2010 

S75 50 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Bismark. ND 

Ftneaan, Robin Fudge 

Regional 

Administrator 

5/2/2010 

5/22010 

$351 53 

Disaster/ Site Vrsit 

Bismark. ND 

Fmegan. Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

5/3/2010 

522010 

$374 25 

Couuressiunal 

Meciine' 

WashineiPii IX’ 

Fineaan, Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

5/3/2010 

5/72010 

$1,469 54 

Congre^-iK'iial 

Mce!me^ 

Washiiieion IX' 
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Fineaan. Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

5/13/2010 

5/14/2010 

$90 (» 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Denver. CD 

Fineaan, Robin Fudae 

Reeionaf 

Adniinislrator 

5/13/2010 

5/14/2010 

$1.36965 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Denver. CO 

Fineaan. Rohm Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

5/13, -2010 

5/13/2010 

$38 83 

nis.isicf. Sue Visit 

Bismark. ND 

Fineaan, Robin f udae 

Regional 

Administrator 

5/26/2010 

5^7.^010 

$32 83 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Pierre. SD 

Fineaan. Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Admmi-strator 

6/14/2010 

6/17/2010 

$355 

Regional .Admin 

Meeting 

Boston. MA 

Fineaan. Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

4^14/2010 

6/17^010 

$1,33809 

Regional Admin 

Meeting 

Boston, MA 

Fineaan. Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/25/2010 

6/28/2010 

$10050 

Western Governors 
Association 

KalispcII, MT 

Fineaan. Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/25/2010 

6/2&/2010 

$! SWy-? 

Western Governors 
Association 

Kalispeli, MT 

Fineaan. Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/28/2010 

6/30/2010 

$2'X«Ki 

Inlbnnation Meeting 

Washington, DC 

l•lneaan. Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/28/2010 

6/30/2010 

SI IMMI4U 

Information Meeting 

Washington. DC 

Fineaan, Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/12/2010 

7/13/2010 

S132 50 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Great Fails. MT 

f inea.tn Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/12.^010 

7/13/2010 

$836 13 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Great Fails. M7 

} mc'j.in Rdiin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/19/2010 

7/21/2010 

$227 80 

RISC/RAC Mcciinu>. 

Salt Lake City. UT / 

FFMA MO 

fiiKajn Rohm f udae 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/19/2010 

7/21/2010 

SI.323 62 

RISC/RAC MeeiiuuN 

Salt Lake City. UT/ 

FFMA HO 

Fmea.in Robin f udae 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/22/2010 

7/22/2010 


FO Planning Meeting 

Salt Lake City. UT 

fineaan Robin f udae 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/22/2010 

7/22/2010 

$272 23 

l:Q Hanning Meeting 

•Salt Lake Citv. UT 

f inctMii Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/3/2010 




Casper. WY 

f’inea.iM Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

8./f/20l() 

8/4/2010 

$88 62 

Information Meeting 

Ca.sper. WY 

Fince^. Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/16/2010 

8/182010 

$170 00 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Great Falls. MT 

Fineaan. Robin F'udae 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/16/2010 

8/182010 

$882 53 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Great Falls, M 1' 

Fineaan. Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/20/2010 

8202010 

$317 50 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Chevenne. WY 

Fineaan. Robin Fudec 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/24/2010 

8/262010 

SIX! 00 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Great Falls. MT 

Fineaan. Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/24/2010 

826/2010 

$1,953 68 

Disaster/ Site Vi,sit 

Great Falls. MT 

Fineaan. Robin Fudec 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/24/2010 

825/2010 

S475 (Ml 

conlerence 

Great Falls. MT 

l-ineaaii Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/24/2010 

8242010 

$32 83 

Conference 

Great Fails. MT 

Fineaan. Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/1/2010 

929/2010 

S60 SO 

Terronsm Conference 

Denver. CO 

Fineaan. Rohm Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/14/2010 

9/152010 

$150 00 

CSffPP Commimit) 
Kxefcise 

Salt Lake Citv. UT 

Fineean. Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/14/2010 

9/152010 

$311 59 

CSF.PP Community 
hxercise 

Salt Lake Citv. UT 

Fineaan, Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/14/2010 

9/142010 

S32 83 

CSEPP Community 
l-.xercisc 

.Salt Lake Citv. UT 

Finegan. Robin f uduc 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/20/2010 

921/2010 

$62 25 

Catastrophic 

Farthquake Planning 

Salt lake Citv^ LiT 

Fineaan, Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/20/2010 

9212010 

$231 89 

Catastrophic 

Farthquake Planning 

Salt lake Citv. UT 

Finegan, Robin Fiidue 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/21/2010 

9232010 

$220 50 

Regional Admin 

Mcelma 

Baltimore. MD 

Finegan. Robin Fudae 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/21/2010 

9232010 

$809 75 

Regional Admin 

Meeting 

Baltimore. MD 
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Fmeaan. Rohm Fudee 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/23/2010 

9242010 

SI44 50 

CSEPPCommumn 

Exerci.se 

Salt Lake Citv. UT 

Fmcean. Robin Fudee 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/23/2010 

9,242010 

$1-451 76 

CSEPP Community 
Exercise 

Salt Lake Citv. UT 

Fmeaan. Robin Fudee 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/23.2010 

9252010 

$32 83 

CSEPP Community 
Exercise 

Salt Lake Citv. U T 

Fmeaan. Robin Fudee 

Regional 

Administrator 

9292010 

92(V2010 

$164 (K) 

Regional Admm 

Meeting 

Salt l..ake Citv. U f 

Fineean, Robin Fudee 

Regional 

Administrator 

929,2010 

9/302010 

$687 09 

Regional Admm 

Meeting 

Salt F.ake Cit\'. l;T 

Fmeaan. Robin Fudac 

Regional 

Administrator 

IWI&20I0 

1021/2010 

$28040 

NEMA 2010 

Conference 

Little Rock. AR 

Fineean. Robin Fudee 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/182010 

10212010 

$99960 

NEMA 2010 

Conference 

Little Rock. AR 

Fineean, Robin Fudee 

Regioiul 

Admiinstrator 

I1/&2010 

11/92010 

$84 00 

COVA Conference 

Kevstone. CO 

1 iiK-ean Robin Fudee 

Regional 

Administrator 

1 1/8/2010 

11/92010 

$140 76 

COVA Conference 

Kevstone. C'O 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

3/1 12000 

3/122010 

$84 00 

Hospital Dedication 

Greensburg, KS 

Freeman, Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

.3/112000 

3/122010 

$102 19 

1 lospiial f.X’dication 

Greeirsburg. KS 

Freeman, Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

12/42009 

9202010 

$7,225 38 

{) 

0 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

12/42009 

9/302010 

$21,748 05 

Permanent Change of 
Station 

0 

Freeman, Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

1/52010 

1/8/2010 

$178.50 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Cedar Rapid.s. !A 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

1/52010 

1/82010 

$29008 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Cedar Rapids, lA 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

1/112010 

1/142010 

$367 82 

Regional Admin 

Meeting 

Tampa. FL 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

1/112010 

1/142010 

$659 75 

Regional Admm 

Meeting 

Tampa, 1T„ 

Freeman, Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

2/82010 

2/8/2010 

$27 25 

National Advisory 
Counsel 

Washinaion. IX? 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

224/2010 

225/2010 

$34 50 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Lincoln, NFi 

f-'reeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

224.2010 

2252010 

$7840 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Lincoln. NE 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

2.25/2010 

2262010 

S89 25 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Cedar Rapids. lA 

Freeman, Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

2252010 

2/26/2010 

$% 32 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Cedar Rapids. lA 

Freeman, Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

3/12010 

3/10/2010 

$985 82 

NEMA 2010 

Confcrencc/RA 

conlerente 

Was-hineion IX.' 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

3/12010 

3/102010 

S2.I73 23 

NEMA 2010 

C«nference/RA 

conference 

Washington, DC 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

4/72010 

4/92010 

$127 50 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Cedar Rapids. LA 

Freeman, Beth A 

Regional 

Adminrstraior 

4/7/2010 

4/92010 

$206 88 

Disaster/ Sue Visit 

Cedar Rapids, lA 

Freeman, Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

4/122010 

4/152010 

$394 10 

FEMA leadership 
Conference 

Aie.xandna. VA 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

4/122010 

4/152010 

SI.210 74 

FHMA leadership 
Conference 

Alexandria. VA 

FrceiTimt. Fklh A 

Regional 

Admmistratof 

4/19/2010 

4202010 

$69 00 

FkKHlinBpping Issues 

Garden City. KS 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Admim.sfrator 

4/192010 

4202010 

$78 02 

FkxKlmappinK lssue.s 

Garden Citv, KS 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

5.2/2010 

5./420I0 

$69 00 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Lincoln. NE 

Freeman, i^eth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

5/32010 

5/4/2010 

$78 40 

Disaster/ .Site Visit 

l..mcoln, NL 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regtona! 

Administrator 

5/182010 

5/192010 

$76 50 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Des Moines, lA 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

5/182010 

5/192010 

$96 32 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Des Moines. lA 
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Administrator 






l•'reeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

5/18^010 

5/182010 

S13 32 

JFO & IBMD MTGS 

DES MOINES. lA 

f'reeman, Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

5/26/2010 

5272010 

$21032 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Salma . KS 

rreeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

5/26/2010 

5272010 

$79 73 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Salma . KS 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

6'-|^0l0 

6/42010 

$193 50 

Congrcssimial 

Meetings 

Missouri 

Freeman, Beth .A 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/1^010 

6/42010 

$29223 

C'ongre.sstonal 

Meetings 

Missouri 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/14/2010 

6/182010 

$578 90 

Reginnai Admin 

Meeting 

Boston. MA 

F'reeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/14/2010 

6/182010 

$1,822 04 

RegKina! Admm 

Meeting 

Boston, MA 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/21-2010 

6/222010 

$76 50 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Des Moines, lA 

Freeman, Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/21/2010 

6222010 

S109 64 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Des Moines, lA 

Freeman. Beth ,A 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/23/2010 

6242010 

$6900 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Lincoln. NH 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/23/2010 

6242010 

$91 72 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Lincoln. Nf: 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/62010 

72.2010 

SI09 50 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Des Momes. lA 

l-recman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/6/2010 

722010 

$9632 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Des Moines. lA 

Freem^i. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/192010 

7212010 

$262 50 

SR .STAFF M FC 

MWFAC- BERRYVILLE. 

VA 

Freemai. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/192010 

7212010 

$1.205 28 

SR STAFF MTG 

MWOAC- BERRYVILLE. 

VA 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/192010 

7202010 

$147 83 

SR STAFF MTG 

MWFAC- BE/RRYVILLE, 

VA 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/112010 

8/132010 

$90 00 

FBB F,XFCI!T1VF 
FORUM 

BRANSON. MO 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/1 12010 

8/132010 

$10 72 

FEB EXECU TIVE 
FORUM 

BRANSON. MO 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/14/2010 

8/14/2010 

$38 25 

TMC RFCl.AtM FEE 

BRAN.SON. MO 

Freeman, Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

8202010 

9/1/2010 

SI7I 00 

ARES TABLETOP 
FXER 

CLAYTON. MO 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/302010 

9/ 1/20 10 

$260 04 

ARES TABLETOP 
FXER 

CLAYTON. MO 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/132010 

9/17/2010 

$224 50 

VISIT APPLICANTS 

DES MOINL-S, lA. 

IOWA CITY. lA 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

.Administrator 

9/132010 

9/17/2010 

$367 36 

VISIT APPLICANTS 

DES MOINES. lA. 1 

OWA CITY. lA 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Admtmsiraior 

928/2010 

9/292010 

$69 00 

RISK OTRLY MTG 

SALINA. KS 

Freeman, Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/282010 

9292010 

$91 15 

RISK OTRLY MTG 

SAUNA. KS 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/14/2010 

10/15.2010 

$121 83 

FLCX)D RISK MTG 

MOLINE. !L 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/142010 



FL(X)D RISK MTG 

MOLINE. It. 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/18/2010 

10222010 

$301 50 

NEMA 

CONFERENCE 

LITTLE RfX'K. AR 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/182010 

Ift22/20I0 

$418 88 

NEMA 

CONFERENCE 

l.,n TLE RfX:K. AR 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

ll/Z'2010 

11/42010 

$127 50 

lA OOVENORS M S 
CX)NF 

DES MOINES. lA 

Freeman. Beth A 

Regional 

Administrator 

11/22010 

11/42010 

$19664 

lA OOVENORS 1! S 
CX)NF 

DES MOINES. lA 

Fugate. William Crarg 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

1/1 12010 

I/I420I0 

$152 50 

C.'ont'erences 

Tampa. Ft. 

Fugate. William Craia 

Admini.strator. 

FEMA 

1/112010 

1/14/2010 

S835 45 

Conferences 

Tampa. FL 

Fugate. William Craig 

Administrator. 

F[:MA 

1/1 1.2010 

I/I320I0 

$25 00 

Conference 

Tampa. FL 
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F'ueate, WilFiam Craia 

■Administrator. 

FEMA 

xnmm 

1/24/2010 

$773 50 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Santa Domingo/ 

Miami FL 

i-ueate, William Craia 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

muim 

1/24/2010 

$24 52 

Disasler/ Site Visit 

Santa (Xrmmgo/ 

Miami FL 

Fugaic, William Craia 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

1/22/2010 

1/23/2010 

$2 43 

Ctwference 

Santa Domingo/ 

Miami FL 

Fuaatc. William Craia 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

1/27/2010 

1/28/2010 

50 (M) 

(Conferences 

WA, TX 

! u'j.iie William Craia 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

1/27/2010 

1/28/2010 

$0 00 

Conferences 

WA. TX 

Fuaale. Wiliiam Craia 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

1/27/2010 

mmm 

$177 50 

Conferences 

WA. FX 

Fugate. William Craia 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

1/27/2010 

1/29^2010 

$1.907 29 

Ciwferences 

WA, rx 

1 uaaie William Craia 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

2/23/2010 

2/25^010 

$152 50 

Conferences 

Boulder. CO 

Fuaate. William Craig 

-Administrator. 

FEMA 

2/23/2010 

2/25/2010 

$693 77 

Conferences 

Boulder, CO 

Fuaatc. William Craia 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

2/28/2010 

3/2/2010 

SI6G00 

Conferences 

Maine / Conneticul 

Fueate. Wilham Craia 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

2/28/2010 

3/2/2010 

$959 05 

(Conferences 

Maine / Conneticut 

Fuaate. William Craia 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

3/14/2010 

3/17/2010 

$577 50 

ConfCTcnces 

Brussels 

Fugate. Wilham Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

3/14/2010 

3/17/2010 

$1,442 64 

Conferences 

Brussels 

Fuaate, William Craig 

•Administrator. 

FEMA 

.3/30/2010 

4/3/2010 

$11830 

Conferences 

Florida 

Fugate. William Craia 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

3/30/2010 

4/5/2010 

$558 36 

Conferences 

Florida 

Fuaate. W'llham Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

3/30/2010 

4/4/2010 

5411 73 

Conferences 

Barhoursville. WV 

Fuaaie, William Craia 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

4/M/20IO 

4/13/2010 

$15125 

Conferences 

San Dicgo/ Ontario 

Fuaate. Wtiham Craia 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

4/11/2010 

4/13/2010 

$1,272 07 

Conferences 

San Dieeo i intario 

Fusate. William Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

4/28/2010 

4/28/2010 

$63793 

Ceremony Richard 

Scrino 

Bifoxi. MS 

Fugate. William Craia 

Adminisiraior, 

FEMA 

5/3/2010 

5/4/2010 

SI 15 50 

Conferences 

Washington. IX.' 

Fugate. William Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

5/3/2010 

5/4,2010 

$529 18 

Conferences 

Washington, 1X7 

Fugate. William Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

5/6/2010 

5/8/2010 

$161 25 

Conferences 

Memohis/ Na.shville. TN 

Fugate. Wilham Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

5/6/2010 

5/8/2010 

$263 99 

Conferences 

Memphis/ Nashville. TN 

Fugate. William Craia 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

5/10/2010 

5/lft2010 

$53 25 

Ceremonv 

Region 5 

Fugate. William Craia 

Administrator, 

FEM \ 

.5/1(^2010 

5/10/2010 

$252 1 5 

CcreoKinv 

Region 5 

Fuaate. William Craig 

Admmi'.tfjior. 

FEMA 

5/12/2010 

5/17/2010 

$ 140(H) 

Conference 

oriando. fl 

Fuaate. William Craia 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

5/12/2010 

5/17/2010 

$54085 

conference 

orlando. fl 

Fuaate. Wilham Craia 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

5/10/2010 

5/19/2010 

$49 50 

SPEiril 

PRESENTATION 

Oklahoma City. OK 

Fuaate. William Craia 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

5/19/2010 

5/19/2010 

$459 55 

SPEECH 

PRESENTATION 

Oklahoma City. OK 

Fugate. William Craig 

Adminisiraior. 

FEMA 

5/25/2010 

5/26,2010 

$106 50 

SPEECH 

PRESENTATION 

FT Lauderdale. Fl. 

Fuaate. William Craig 

.Administrator. 

FEMA 

5.'25/20l0 

5/262010 

S46I 14 

SPEECH 

PRESENTATION 

FT Lauderdale, FL 

Fuaate. William Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

6/ 1/20 10 

6/12010 

$42 00 

Site Visit 

•Atlanta. GA 

I ue.iie Wilham Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

6/1/2010 

6/1,2010 

$62095 

Site Visit 

atianta, G.A 

Fuaate. Wilham Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

6/14/2010 

6/162010 

$34097 

Conferences 

Boston. MA 

Fugate, William Craig 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

6/14/2010 

6/162010 

$717 37 

Conferences 

Boston, MA 

1 itg.iic Wiliiiun Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

6/21/2010 

6.222010 

$99 00 

Rectrvcrv Trip 

Nashville, TN 
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Fueaic. William CraiE 

Administrator. 

FBMA 

6/2I/20H) 

6222010 

$1,044 00 

Reeovm lYin 

Na.shville, IN 

Fugate. William Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

6/24/2010 

6252010 

$99 00 

Conferences 

Miami, FL 

Fugate, William Craig 

Administrator, 

FF-MA 

6/24/2010 

6252010 

$74944 

Conferences 

Miami, FL 

Fugate. William Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

6/28/2010 

6292010 

$106 50 

Conferences 

New Orleans. L.A 

1 iiujie William Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

6^8/2010 

6292010 

$8^ 19 

Conferences 

New Orleans, LA 

Fugate. William Craig 

AdministrMor, 

FEMA 

6/28/2010 

6282010 

$102 86 

C'onference 

New Orleans. LA 

Fugate. William Craig 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

6/30/2010 

7/1 12010 

$13725 

SPEECH 

PRESENTATION 

Boston, MA 

Fugate. William Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

6/3(V2010 

7/112010 

$1,272 16 

SPEECH 

PRESENTATION 

Boston. MA 

Fugate. William Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

7/21/2010 

7242010 

$385 00 

Conferences 

Moscow 

1 uu.i(e William Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

7/2I./20I0 

7242010 

$6,733 33 

C'onfercnees 

Moscow 

Fugate, W'llliam Craig 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

7/21/2010 

7232010 

$256 0.3 

Conference 

Moscow 

Fugate. William Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

7/28.'20l0 

7282010 

$27 25 

t?onfcrence 

Moscow 

Fugate. William Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

8/.3/2010 

8/52010 

$165 00 

SPEECH 

PRESENTATION 

Denver, co 

Fugate. W'llliam Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

80/2010 

8/5/2010 

$1,011 89 

SPEECH 

PRESENTATION 

Denver, eo 

F'ugalc. William Craig 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

8/25/2010 

8292010 

$319 50 

Conferences 

New Orleans. LA 

Fugate. William Craig 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

8/25/2010 

8292010 

$1.080 31 

Conferences 

New Orleans. LA 

Fugate, William Craig 

.Administrator, 

FEMA 

8/30/2010 

8/302010 

$230 83 

Conferences 

Philadelphia, PA 

1 iieaie William Craig 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

9/13/2010 

9/142010 

$99 00 

Conferences 

Colorado Springs. CC3 

Fugate. William Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

9/13/2010 

9/142010 

$556 97 

C'onfercnees 

Colorado -Springs. CO 

Fugate. William Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

10/18/2010 

10212010 

$213 50 

Conference 

LITTLE Ra'K. AR 

Fugate. William Craig 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

10/18/2010 

10/212010 

$879 64 

Conference 

lltTI.E ROCK. AR 

Fugate. William Craig 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

10/27/2010 

11/7.2010 

$544 31 

Conference 

San Diego. CA 

I'ugate. William Cratg 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

10/27/2010 

11/72010 

$3,953 88 

C'onference 

San Diego. CA 

ll.iniKKi. L'li/abethM 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

1/19/2010 

1222010 

$407 09 

C'onfcrence 

New Orleans. NV 

Flarman. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

1/19/2010 

1222010 

SI. 139 98 

Conference 

New Orleans, NV 

Harman, Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

.3/9/2010 

3/92010 

$16 00 

Training 

Washington. Dt'.' 

Harman, Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

4/12/2010 

4/142010 

$28290 

meeting 

bo.ston. ma 

Harman. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

4/122010 

4/142010 

$740 91 

meeting 

boston, ma 

Hannan Lh/abethM 

As.sistant 
.Administrator. 
Grants I’rogram 
Directorate 

4/29-2010 

522010 

$135 53 

meeting 

Washington. DC 

Harman. Elizabeth .M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Granl.s Program 
Directorate 

5/17.2010 

5/182010 

$214 30 

conference 

leesburg. va 
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Harman, Hlizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

5/l7.'20l0 

5/18/2010 

$10 72 

conference 

leesburg. va 

Harman, Blizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator- 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

5/25/2010 

8/1 1/2010 

$9073 

n^etinc 

Washington. DC 

Hannan. Oizabeth M 

Assist^t 
Adminisitalor 
Grants Progr.ini 
Directof.iic 

5/26/2010 

9/30/2010 

$8025 

conference 

New York. N Y 

Harman. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

5^7/2010 

5/27/2010 

$393 55 

Conference 

New York. NY 

Harman. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

6/9/2010 

6/10/1010 

$187 75 

conftrenee 

ChKaeo If. 

Hannan, Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

O-'O/^OIO 

6/10/2010 

$51709 

conference 

Chicago, 11. 

Harman, E-lizaheth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

6/17/2010 

6/17/2010 

$93 25 

conference 

Boston. M.A 

Harmati. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

6/17/2010 

6/17/2010 



Boston. MA 

Harman. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator, 
Grants Program 
Directorate 





New Orleans. LA 

Harman. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Prc'gram 
Oirccloraic 

6/20/2010 

6/14/2010 

$1.0.54 71 

conference 

New Orleans. lA 

Harman. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator, 
(jrants Program 
Directorate 

7/20/2010 

7/21/2010 

$192 90 

mtefine 

Winchester. VA 

Harman. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator, 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

7/20/2010 

7/21/2010 

S85 62 

mcettns 

Winchester. VA 

Harman. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

8/2/2010 

8/6.1010 

$363 50 

meeiing 

Oakland, ca 

Harman. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

8/2/2010 

8/6.1010 

$1,211 06 

mccimg 

Oakland, ca 

Harman. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

8/10/2010 

8/10/2010 

$125 15 

meetinc 

boston, ma 

Harman. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grant.s Program 
Directorate 

8/10/2010 

8/10/2010 

$47961 

mcetina 

boston, ma 

Harman. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

9/13/2010 

9/14/2010 

SI94S0 

conference 

las \egas. nv 

Harman. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator, 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

9/13/2010 

9/141010 

$680 75 

conference 

las vegas. nv 

Harman. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

9/24/2010 

9/28^010 

S92 23 

meeting 

Washington. DC ! 
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Hannan, Oli/abeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

I0/6/20I0 

10/72010 

$185 23 

•Site Visit 

Cleveland, oh 

Harman. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

10/12/2010 

KVI 32010 

$11900 

meeting 

Philadelphia. PA 

Harman. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator, 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

10/12/2010 

10/132010 

SI69 75 

meeting 

Philadelphia. PA 

Hannan. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

10/18.2010 

10/192010 

$215 70 

meeting 

San Diego. CA 

Harman, Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

10/182010 

lOM 92010 

$747 12 

meeting 

san diego, CA 

Harman, Elizabeth M 

.Assistant 
Administrator, 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

Ia2l20l0 

10/222010 

$151 8.1 

meeting 

Atlanta, GA 

Harman. Elizabeth M 

Assistant 
Administrator. 
Cjranis Program 
Directorate 

10/21/2010 

10/222010 

S43992 

meeting 

Atlanta. GA 

Harman. Elizabeth M 

Assi-stant 
Administrator, 
Grants Program 
Directorate 

10/30/2010 

10/312010 

$227 93 

conference 

san antonio. l\ 


Assistant 
Administrator, 
Grants Program 
Directorate 






fJart. Patrick 

Director. 

l.egislative 

Affairs Division 

5/72010 

5/82010 

$203 35 



Hart. Patrick J 

Director. 

Legislative 

Affairs Division 

5/7/2010 

5/82010 

St. 274 54 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Nashville. 'I'N 

Hart. Patrick J 

Director. 

[.egislative 

Affairs Division 

6212010 

621/2010 

$70 00 

Disaster/ ^Sltc Visit 

Memphis. TN 

Hart. Patrick J 

Director. 

Legislative 

Atiairs Division 

6212010 

621/2010 

$672 73 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

Memphis, TN 

Hart. Patrick J 

Director. 

Legislative 

Affairs Division 

8252010 

8/;i020l0 

$695 50 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

New Orleans. LA 

Hart. Patrick J 

Director. 

Legislative 

Affairs Division 

8252010 

X ln.'20l0 

$1,667 15 

Disaster/ Site Visit 

New Orleans. LA 

Hart. Patrick J 

Director. 

l.egislative 

Affairs Division 

10/19/2010 

10202010 

$201 93 

conference 

Little Rock. Ar 

Hart. Patrick J 

Director, 

•\ll.llf^ Division 

10/192010 

10202010 

$68091 

conference 

little Rock. Ar 

Hart, Patrick J 

Dircuor, 

Legislative 

Affairs Division 

1027/2010 

10282010 

$12232 

conference 

Alexandria, la 

Hart. Patrick J 

Director, 

Legislative 

Affairs Division 

1027/2010 

t(V2820IO 

$1.149 30 

conference 

Alexandria, la 





S28I 81 

conference 

san antonio. tx 

I^B 



10/312010 

$906 49 

conference 

san antonio. t.x 

Kaufman. David J 



5/42010 

$144 23 

conference 

Chicago. IL 
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Kaufman. David J 

Director. Office 
of Policy & 
Program Analysts 

i/n/2010 

1/13/2010 

$200 50 

Training Conferences 

Tampa, FL 

Kaufman. David ,f 

Director. Office 
ol Policy & 
Procram Analvsi-s 

1/1 1/2010 

1/13/2010 

$775 45 

Training c onferences 

Tampa, FL 

Kaufman. David J 

Director, Office 
of Policy & 
Program Anaivsis" 

5/27/2010 

6/19/2010 

$143 23 

meetings 

shepardstown, wv 

Kaufman. David J 

Director. Oftke 
of Policy & 
Program Analysis 

6/15/2010 

6/16/2010 

$260 50 

conference 

Boston, ma 

Kaufman, David J 

[)!rcetor. Office 
of Policy & 
Program Analysis 

6/I5/20I0 

6/16^010 

$514 50 

conference 

Boston, ma 

Kaufman, David J 

Director, Office 
of Policy & 
Program Analysis 

6/23/20X0 

6/24.'20l0 


HHI 

Wkshingion. FK' 

Kaufman. David J 

Director, Office 
of Policy & 
Program Analysts 

6.'23/20l0 

6/24/2010 



Washington. DC? 

Kaufman, David J 

Director. Office 
of Policy* 
Program Analysis 

7/20/2010 

7/21/2010 



f.?lue Ridge, Va 

Kaufman. David J 

Director. Office 
of Policy & 

Program Analysis 

7/2ft2010 

7./2I/2010 

$85 62 

mc^mgs 

Blue Ridge. Va 

Kaufman. David J 

Director. Office 
of Policy & 

Program Analysis 

7/27/2010 

7/29/2010 

$321 50 

conference 

san francisco. ca 

Kaufman, David J 

Director, Office 
of Policy* 
Program Analysis 

7/27/2010 

7/29/2010 

$668 30 

conference 

san francisco. ca 

Kaufman. David J 

Director. Office 
ol Policy & 

Progr.im Analysis 





Washington. IX' 

Kaufman. David J 

Director, Office 
ol F'olicy & 

Progr.in! Analysts 

8/15/2010 

8.'I8/20I0 

$435 00 

SPEECH 

PRESENTATION 

Monterey. CA 

Kaufman. David J 

Director. Office 
of Policy & 

Proar.iiii Analysis 

8/15/2010 

8/18/2010 

$1,669 53 

SPEECH 

PRESENTATION 

Monterey. CA 

Kaufman. David J 

Dtrcclor. Office 
ol Policy* 

Program Analvsis 

9/8/2010 

9/8/2010 

$97 00 

SPEECH 

PRESENTATION 

Philadelphia. PA 

Kaufman. David .1 

Director. Ollicc 
of Policy* 

Program Analysis 

9./8^>OIO 

9/8.'20l0 

$194 72 

SPEECH 

PRESENTATION 

Monterey. CA 

Kaufman. David J 

Director. Olflce 
of Policy* 

Program Analysis 

9/9/2010 

10/14/2010 

$32 01 

miieiing,s 

arhngton va 

Kaufman. David J 

Director. Office 
of F’oltcy & 

Program Analvsi-s 

9/22/2010 

9/22/201 0 

$28 23 

mectmes 

Washington. DC 

Kaufman. l)avid J 

Director, Office 
of Policy* 

Program Analysis 

9/22/2010 

oainoio 

$45 23 


W'ashmgton, DC' 

Kaufman. David J 

[director. (Jfficc 
of Policy* 

Program Analysis 

10/17/2010 

10/21/2010 



Little Rock. Ar 

Kaufman. David J 

Director. Office 
of Policy* 

Pfiigr.im Analysis 

10/17/2010 

10/21/2010 

$1,225 52 

conference 

I..Htle Rock, ar 

Kaufman. David .i 

Difctior. Office 
of Policy* 

Program Analvsis 

10/28/2010 

10/28/2010 

$200 28 

mcciiiigs 

ChK.icx 11, 

Kauiinan, David .! 

Director, Office 
of Policy & 

Program Analysis 

10/28/2010 

10/28/2010 

$258 12 

meetings 

Chic.ii;-' IL 

Mannina. Timothy W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

1/15/2010 

J/T6/20IO 

$152 82 

SPEECH 

PRESENTATION 

Miami. FL. 

Mannine. Timothy W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

1/1.5^010 

1/16/2010 

$1,132 22 

speec:h 

PRF£SENTATiON 

Miami. Pi, 
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Preparedness 






Miinning, Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

2/2/2010 

2/42010 

$181 50 

CHm Alumni 
Conference 

Monterev. CA 

Manning, Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

2/2/2010 

2/42010 

$1.915 89 

CHD-S Alumni 
Conference 

Monterey. C A 

Manmna. Timothy W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

2/22/2010 

2252010 

$245 71 

Conference.s 

Denver. CO 

Manning. Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

2/22/2010 

2252010 

$S45 97 

Conferences 

Denver. CO 

Manning. Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

3/29/2010 

422010 

$302 43 

Region 8 Preparedness 
Mcciing 

Honolulu, HI 

Manning. Timothv W 

Deputy 

-Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

3/29/2010 

422010 

$1,561 40 

Region 8 Preparedness 
Meeting 

Honolulu, HI 

Manning, Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator, 

National 

Preparedness 

4/12/2010 

4/142010 

$244 65 

Federal Task Force 
.Meeting 

Boston. MA 

Manning. Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

4/12/2010 

4/142010 

$801 47 

Federal Task Force 
Meeting 

Boston, MA 

Maninnu InnothvW 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

4/26/2010 

426/2010 

$80,37 

Joint Fusion 

Man.iucmcnl meeting 

Philadelphia PA 

Manning. Timothv W 

Deputy 

.Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

4/26/2010 

426/2010 

$230 83 

Joint Fusion 

Management meeting 

Philadelphia PA 

Manning. Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

4/29/2010 

4/292010 

$146 00 

Insurance 

Delaware 

Manning. Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

l*reparednes.s 

5/15/2010 

5222010 

SI. 1.30 96 

ReNATO Civilian 
fimeraenev Meeting 

Brussels. Stockholm 

Manning. Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

5/15.2010 

5222010 

$3,76065 

ReNA'iOCiviltJii 
Emcrecnev Meet me 

Brussels. Stockholm 

Manning, Timothv W 

l^puiy 

Admini-strator. 

National 

Preparedness 

.5/252010 

5292010 

$517 00 

Serve as DS 
Representative 

Moscow 

Manning. Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

5252010 

5292010 

$2.318 59 

Sen e as US 
Reprcscntaiive 

Moscow 

Manning. Timothy W 

Deputy 

Admini-strator. 

National 

Preparedness 

622010 

6/92010 

$304 95 

SPEECH 

PRESENTATION 

Chicago, li. 

Manning. Timothv W 

Dq5uty 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

6/72010 

6-^2010 

$680 45 

SPEECH 

PRliSENTATiON 

Chicago. IL 

Manning. Timolliv W 

Deputy 

Admini-strator. 

National 

Preparedness 

6212010 

6242010 

15 

UASI conference/ 

NHSC C?onfcrence 

New Orleans. i.A/ 

Chicago. IL 

Manning. ITmothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

6212010 

6242010 

$1,227 16 

UASI amfcrence/ 

NHSC Conference 

New Orleans. LA/ 

Chicago, IL 
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Nalional 

Preparedness 






Mannine. Timothy W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

6/28/2010 

6/30/2010 

Sl%98 

Breifine meetine 

New Mexico 

Manning. Timothy W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

6/2a^0t0 

6/30/2010 

S984 37 

Breifine meeting 

New Mexico 

Mannine. Timothy W 

Deputy 

Administrator, 

National 

Preparedness 

7/8/2010 

7/19/2010 

$0 00 

MEETING 

New York. NY 

Mannine. Timothy W 

ITepuly 

.Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

7,T5/2010 

7/19/2010 

$000 

MEini.NG 

New York. NY 

Mannine, Timothy W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

7/8^010 

7/9/2010 

$180 27 

MEFI'lNti 

New York. NY 

Manning. Timothy W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

7/8/2010 

7/9/2010 

$393 34 

mEETlNG 

New York. NY 

Mannine. Timothy W 

Deputy 

-Administrator. 

National 

(Preparedness 

7/26/2010 

7/30/2010 

S458 25 

ainference 

san francisco. ca 

Manning. Timolhv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

7/26/2010 

7/30^010 

SI.63I 34 

conference 

san francisco. ca 

Manning. Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

8/17/2010 

8/20/2010 

$256 27 

Site Visit 

san lose, ca 

Manning. Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator, 

National 

Preparedness 

8/17/2010 

8/20/2010 

$1,948 35 

Site Visit 

san lose, ca 

Manning. Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

9/J7/20I0 

9/18/2010 

$191 50 

Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

Manning. Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

9/17/2010 

9/18/2010 

$1.292 59 

Site Visit 

New Orleans. LA 

Manning. Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator, 

National 

f’renarcdne.ss 

9/21/2010 

9/23/2010 

$237 50 

Conference 

Seattle. WA 

Manning. Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

9/21/2010 



Conference 

Seattle, WA 





$392 93 

conference 

Seattle, W'A 

Mannine, Timolhv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

10/6/2010 


$70 75 

SPEECH 

PRESENTATION 

Boston, ma 

Mannine. Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

10/6/2010 

10/6/2010 

$260 12 

SPEECH 

PRESENTATION 

Boston, ma 

Mining. Timothv W 

Deputy 

.Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

10/7/2010 

10/8/2010 

SI 29 75 

SPEECH 

PRESENTATION 

Syracuse. NY 

Manning. Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

10/7/2010 

10/8/2010 

$777 82 

SPEECH 

PRESENTATION 

Syracuse. NY 
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National 

Preparedness 






Mannina. Timothy W 

Deputy 

Administrator, 

National 

I’reparedness 

IO/17/20fO 

10/21/2010 

S3^2S 

conference 

Little Rock. AR 

Manning. Timothy W 

iX'piity 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

l(hT7/20IO 

10^1/2010 

SI.06924 

conference 

Little l^ock. AR 

Manning. Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

10/17/2010 

10^0/2010 

$16793 

conference 

Atlanta. GA 

Manning. Timothy W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

I0i25-/20IO 

l{V26/2010 

$15506 

conference 

ChK,ico IL 

Manning. Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

10/25/2010 

ia'26/2010 

$433 96 

conference 

Chicago. IL 

Manning. Timothv W 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

National 

Preparedness 

1 1/5./20IO 

1 1/5/2010 

$25 23 

Site Visit 

t.ntle Rock, AR 

Mcnamara. Jason R 

Chief of Staff 

I/I I.'20I0 

1/13/2010 

SI52 95 

Conference attendance 

Abu Dhabi 

Mcnam^a, Jason R 

Chief of .StafT 

3/5/2010 

3/I2j2010 

$76 25 

Conference attendance 

Alexandria. VA 

Mcnamara. Jason R 

Chief of Staff 

4/12/2010 

4/13/2010 

SI94 00 

AS'fHO/ FKMA 
l..eadcrshio 

Little Rock, AR 

Mcnamara. Jason R 

Chicfof Staff 

4/12/2010 

4/13/2010 

$582 46 

ASTf 10/ FCMA 
(.eadership 

Little Rock. AR 

Mcnamara. Jason R 

Chief of StafT 

4/19/2010 

4/19./2OI0 

$1800 

ML-l-TlNG 

Little Rock. AR 

Mcnamara. Jason R 

Chief ofStalT 

4/23/2010 

4/23/2010 

$88 25 

lAh/MAMhP 

Conference 

Boston. MA 

Mcnamara. Jason R 

Chief of Staff 

4/23/2010 

4/23/2010 

$465 06 

lAK/MAMDP 

Conference 

Boston. MA 

Mcnamara. Jason R 

Chief of Staff 

5/17/2010 

5/18/2010 

$136 64 

Conference attendance 

Mt Weather. VA 

Mcnamara. Jason R 

Chief of Staff 

6/14/2010 

6/l6'20l0 

$24745 

MEET!N(j 

BOSTON. MA 

Mcnamara. Jason R 

Chief of Staff 

6/14/2010 

6/l6.'20IO 

$788 90 

MEETING 

BOSTON. MA 

Mcnamara. Jason R 

Chief of Staff 

7/20/2010 

7/2T2010 

$1.32 70 

CTwfcrcncc attendance 

Ml Weather. VA 

Mcnamara. Jason R 

Chief of Staff 

7/20/2010 

7^1/2010 

S62 72 

Conference attendance 

Mt Weather. VA 

Mcnamara. Jason R 

Chief of StafT 

8/3/2010 

2m|(i 

$175 00 

Conference attendance 

Denver. CO 

Mcnamara. Jason R 

Chief of Staff 

8/3/2010 

8/5/2010 

S1.209 59 

Conference attendance 

Denver. CX) 

Mcnamara. Jason R 

ChiefofStaff 

9/27/2010 

9/29/2010 

$177 53 

.SPEECH 

PRESENTATION 

Duke University. NC 

Mcnamara. Jason R 

Chief of Staff 

9/27/2010 

9/29/2010 

$436 24 

SPEECH 

PRESENTATION 

Duke Umversitv, NC 

Mcnamara, Jason R 

ChiefofStaff 

1 (VI 8/20 10 

10/21/2010 

$303 53 

Conference ariendancc 

Little Rock. AR 

Mcnamara, Jason R 

ChiefofStaff 

10/18/2010 

10/21/2010 

$1.138 84 

Conference attendance 

Little Rock, AR 

Murohv, Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/28/2010 

7/2/2010 

$1,474 73 

tXmference attendance 

Anchorage, AK 

Murphv. Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/13/2010 

7/28/2010 

$44 23 

MEETING 

Washington [X' 

Murphy, Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/18/2010 

7/22'2010 

$451 44 

Conference attendance 

Anchorage, AK 

Murphy. Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/18/2010 

7/22/2010 

$1,617 79 

MELTING 

WINCHSTER. VA 
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Murphv, Kenneth 

Regional 

\drniiiistrator 

8/9/2010 

8/12/2010 

S387 97 

MEETIMC 

Washmston IX’ 

Murphv, Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/9/2010 

8/12/2010 

SI.733 88 

MEETING 

Washinaton IX' 

Murphy. Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/3(V20l0 

9./6/2010 

S767 50 

REP EXERCISE 

RICHI-AND. WA 

Murphy. Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/30/2010 

9/6/2010 

ssy43 

REPEXERt isi 

RICHLAND. WA 

Murphv. Kenneth 

Regional 

•Administrator 

9/7^010 

9/9/2010 

$365 29 

MEETING 

JUNEAU. AK 

Murphv. Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/7/2010 

9/9/2010 

$1.635 97 

MEETING 

JUNEAU. AK 

Murphv, Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/14/2010 

9/16/2010 

$393 50 

ANTHRAX 

EXERCISE 

SALEM. OR 

Murphy. Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/14/2010 

9/16/2010 

$10 72 

ANTHRAX 

EXERCISE 

SALEM. OR 

.Murphv. Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

9,^0^010 

9/21/2010 

$180 54 

SPEECH 

pre:sentation 

KENNEWICK. WA 

Murphv. Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/20/2010 

9^1/2010 

$511 22 

SPEEX'H 

PRESENTATION 

KENNEWICK, WA 

Murphv. Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

9.'28/20i0 

9/30/2010 

$329 35 

Conference attendance 

Boise. ID 

Murphv. Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/28-'20I0 

9/30/2010 

S5I8 36 

Conference attendance 

Boise. ID 

Murphv, Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/8/2010 


$406 64 

ConfCTence attendance 

SALEM. OR 

Murphv, Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

i 0/8/20 10 

10/14/2010 

$241 72 

C.'onlerence attendance 

SALEM. OR 

Murphv. Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/16/2010 

10/22/2010 

$652 33 

NEMA 

CONFERENCE 

Little Rock. AR 

Murohv. Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/16/2010 

10/22/2010 

SI.262 3 5 

NEMA 

CONFERENCE 

Little Rock. AR 

Murphv. Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/25/2010 

10/27/2010 

S362 95 

MEETING 

PORTLAND. OR 

Murphv. Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/2.5/2010 

10/27/2010 

$264 98 

MEE'llNG 

PORTl.AND.OR 

Murphv. Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

11/4/2010 

1 1/7/2010 

$583 00 

Conference attendance 

PORTLAND. OR 

Murphv. Kenneth 

Regional 

Administrator 

H/4/2010 

11/7/2010 

$1072 

Conlcrence attendance 

PORTLAND. OR 

Myers. David I. 

Director. Faith 
Ba.sed & 

Communit) 

Initi^ives 

12/15/200*) 

2/1/2010 

$79 00 

1'ramme 

Washmston DC 

Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

I/4/20IO 

1/7/2010 

$346 50 

Conference attendance 

f'ampa. FL 

Mvers. David 1.. 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

1/4/2010 

1/7/2010 

$1,063 24 

Conference attendance 

New Orleans. l.A 

Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 
Ba.scd & 
Community 
Initiatives 

I/28/20IO 

1/30/2010 

$150 50 

Presentation / Speech 

Houston. TX 

Mvers. David L 

Director, Faith 
Based & 

Community 

Initiatives 

1/28/2010 

1/30/2010 

$868 16 

Presentation / Speech 

Washington IX' 

Myers, David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 

Communiiv 

Initiatives 

2/9/2010 

2/15/2010 

$395 25 

Ih-esentation / Speech 

Colorado Springs, CO 

Mvers, David 1. 

Director, Faith 

Based & 

Community 

Initiatives 

2, '9/20 10 

2/15/2010 

$1,728 81 

Presentation / Speech 

Chicago. IL 

Mvers, David 1. 

Director. Faith 

Based & 

Communilv 

2/9/2010 

2/14/2010 

$25 00 

-IFO - Disa-ster Site 

Visit 

Colorado Springs. CO 
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Initiatives 






Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community' 
initiatives 

2^.^2010 

2/14./20I0 

$27 25 

JFO-Disa,ster Site 

Visit 

Chicago, IL 

Myers. David 1., 

Director, Faith 
Based & 
Communit} 
Initiatives 

2/i&2010 

2/19/2010 

$261 00 

Presentation / Speech 

.Atlanta, GA 

Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Communitv- 
Initiatives 

Z'l6i^OIO 

2/19^010 

$836 30 

Presentation / Speech 

Washington DC 

Mvers. David 1, 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Caimmunily 
Initiatives 

2/23/2010 

2/24/2010 

$13500 

Training 

Denver, CO 

Mvers. David L 

Director, Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

223/2010 

2/24/2010 

$556 91 

Training 

Washington DC' 

Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

2/25/2010 

2/27/2010 

$164 14 

fh’csentation / Speech 

Orlando. FL 

Mvers. f)avtd 1. 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

2/25/2010 

2/27/2010 

S795 66 

Presentation / Speech 

Washington DC 

Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

.VI/2010 

3./7/2010 

$241 48 

Training 

Orlando. FL 

Mvers, David 1. 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

3/1/2010 

3/7/2010 

$861 25 

Training 

Washington IX' 

Mvers. David {. 

Director, Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

3/2/2010 

3/15/2010 

$925 00 

2 day Disaster Chaplain 
Training 

Orlando. FI- 

Mvers. David L 

Director. F'aith 
Based & 

Communit)' 

lnitiativc.s 

.3/8/2010 

3/22/2010 

$73 00 

Domicile for .Annual 

VAL Meeting 

Washington DC 

Mvers. JDavid L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 

Community 

Initiatives 

.?/24/20l0 

3/25/2010 

$139 00 

Conference attendance 

Miami. FL 

Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
lnitiative.s 

3/24/2010 

3/25/2010 

$1,285 59 

Conference attendance 

Washinglon tX 

Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 

Based & 

C!ommunity 

Initiatives 

.1/24/2010 

3/24/2010 

$32 83 

CANCRl.KD TRAVF::!. 
IT-t 

New York. NY 

Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 

Based & 

Community 

Initiatives 

3/3tt20l0 

4/4/2010 

S4L179 

(?onterence attendance 

Orlando. FI. 

Mvers. David 1. 

Director. Faith 

Based & 

Community 

Initiatives 

3/30/2010 

4/4/2010 

SI.702 24 

C'onference attendance 

Washinglofi DC 

Mvers, David L 

Director, Faith 

Based & 

Community 

initiatives 

.1/30/2010 

4/3/2010 

$32 83 

CANCELED TRAVFI. 
FEE 

New York. NY 

Myers. David L 

Director. Faith 

Based & 

('ommunily 

Initiatives 

4/6/2010 

4./6/20I0 

$24 23 

MEETING 

MT Weather. VA 

Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 

Based & 

4.^10/2010 

4/14/2010 

$21637 

N'orthCom Conference 

Colorado Spimes CO 
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Community 

Initiatives 






Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
initiatives 

4/l(V20l0 

4/14/2010 

S698 72 

NorthCom Conference 

Washimaon DC 

Mvers. David 1. 

Director. Faith 
Ba.sed & 
Community 
Initiatives 

4/10/2010 

4/13/2010 

$23440 

NorthCom Conference 

Colorado Springs, CO 

Mvers, David 1. 

Director. Faith 
Rased & 
Community 
Initiatives 

4^/2010 

5/3/2010 

$591 78 

i/VtSFG Conference 

San Dieao. CA 

Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

4/23/2010 

5/3/2010 

SI. 504 03 

Breifine mcetine 

Chicago. IL 

Mvers. David L 

Director, f'aith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

4/2.3/2010 

5/2/2010 

$65 66 

lA/FSFG Conference 

San Diego, CA 

Mvers. David 1, 

Director, Faith 
Based & 
Community 
initiatives 

5/'9/20l0 

5/14/2010 

$459 29 

National VO.AD 
Conference 

Orlando. FI. 

Mvers, David 1. 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

5/9/2010 

5/14/2010 

$1,592 66 

National VOAD 
Conference 

Washmgt.in iX: 

Mvers. David 1 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

5/9/2010 

5/132010 

$7000 

National VOAD 
Conference 

Orlando. F'L 

■m 

Director, Faith 
Ba.sed & 
Community 
Initiatives 





Nashville, TN 

Mvers. David I., 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

5/l^OiO 

528/2010 

S2.23639 

Trainina 

Nashville. TN 

Mvers. David L 

Director, Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

5/24/2010 

5262010 

S82 08 

Meeting - Center lor 
Community Faith 

Based Initiatives 

Charlotte. NC 

Mvers. David 1. 

Director, Faith 
Based & 
Community 
lnitiativc.s 

5/24/2010 

526/2010 

$1.514 04 

Meeting - Center for 
Cominuniiy Faith 

Based Initiatives 

Nashville. 'Ilsi 

Mvers. David L 

Director. I'aith 
Based & 
Community 
Iniiiaiives 

6/6/2010 

6/102010 

$541 27 

Presentation / Speech 

Nashville. TN 

Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initi^ivcs 

6/6/20JO 

6/102010 

$1.835 77 

Presentation / Speech 

Washington fX' 

Mvers, David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

6/l4-'20l0 

6/162010 

$277 29 

Presentation ! .Speech 

Miami. IT. 

Mvers. David 1, 

Director. Faith 
Based & 

Community 

Initiatives 

6/14/2010 

6/162010 

$1,543 32 

Presentation / Speech 

Washington DC’ 

Mvers, David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 

Community 

Initiatives 

6/17/2010 

6242010 

S489 96 

Presentation / Speech 

Chic.igP IL 

Mvers. David L. 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
initiatives 

6/17/2010 

6242010 

$1,564 43 

Presentation / Speech 

Washington DC 

Myers. David L 

Director, Failh 
Based & 

6/2X2010 

7/122010 

$79475 

Presentation / Speech 

San Juan. PR 
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Community 

Initiatives 






M\ers. David 1. 

Director, f'aiih 
Based & 
Community 
initiatives 

6/27/2010 

7/127010 

$2,394 17 

Pre.sentation / Speech 

Washinston DC 

Mvers, David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
InitiMives 

7/J9/2010 

7/1970J0 

$24 23 

mf:fting 

Mt Weather. VA 

Myers. David L 

Director, Faith 
Based & 
Community 
initiatives 

7/2(V'20i0 

771/2010 

$183 23 

VOADHOMFFITiNG 

Washinslon !X' 

Mvers. David L, 

Director, Faith 
Based & 
Community 
initiatives 

7/27/2010 

778/2010 

$92 23 

VOAD HO MFHTiNG 

Wa-shington DC 

Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
initiatives 

7/30/2010 

8/27010 

$300 47 

Presentation / Speech 

Berne. IN 

Mvers. David 1. 

Director, Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

7/30/2010 

877010 

$737 19 

Pre.sentation / Speech 

Washinaton DC 

Mvers. David 1. 

Director. Faith 
Rased & 
Community 
Initiatives 

8/3/2010 

877010 

$28 00 

Conference attendance 

Washmeion iX' 

Mvers. David L 

Director, Faith 
Based & 

Communitv 

Initiatives 

8/4/20 10 

8/127010 

$31668 

Presentation / Speech 

Colorado Springs. CO 

Mvers. David 1 

Director, Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

8/4/2010 

8/127010 

$776 06 

Presentation / Speech 

Chiciuo 11. 

Mvers. David 1. 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
initiatives 

8/i8,'20t0 

870/2010 

$75 00 

Presentation / Speech 

Indiiinapotis. iN 

Mvers, David 1, 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
initiatives 

8/18/2010 

8/207010 

$601 19 

Presentation / Speech 

Washington EX' 

Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community- 
initiatives 

8/18.^010 

8/19/2010 

$40 00 

Presentation / Speech 

jndiananolis. IN 

Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 

Community 

initiatives 

8/18/2010 

8/18/2010 

$152 50 

^escntation / Speech 

indiwapolis. IN 

Mvers, David L 

Director, Faith 
Based <& 

Community 

initiatives 

8/25/2010 

8/207010 

$691 15 

Presentation / Speech 

New Orleans. LA 

Mvers, David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 

Contmunity 

Initiatives 

8/25/2010 

8/307010 

SI.525 92 

Presentation / Speech 

Washington DC 

Mvers, David L 

Director. Faith 

Ba.sed & 

Community 

Initiatives 

9/1/2010 

9/I70I0 

$20 00 

Conference attendance 

Washington DC' 

Mvers, David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 

Community 

Inilialives 

9/6/2010 

9/157010 

$612 02 

Pre,senta{ton / Speech 

Lexington. KY 

Mvers, David L 

Director, Faith 
13a.scd & 

Community 

Initi^ives 

9/6/20 JO 

9/157010 

$2,328 73 

Presentation / Speech 

Washington fX’ 

Myers. David {. 

Director. Faith 
Based & 

9/6-7010 

9/147010 

$32 83 

Presentation / Speecli 

Lexington, KY 



853 



Community 

Initiative.s 






Myers. Davtd L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
initiatives 

9/16/2010 

9/27/2010 

$52 00 

S’rescntation / .Speech 

Washington DC 

Mvers, David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

9/19/2010 

9/2fe'2010 

$843 11 

Presentation / Speech 

Boise. ID 

Mven;. David L, 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

9/19/2010 

9/26.^010 

$2,11967 

Presentation / .Speech 

Washington DC 

Mvers. David 1., 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

9/27/2010 

9/28/2010 

$232 00 

Presentation / .Speech 

(..ancasier. PA 

Mvers. David L, 

Director. Faith 
B^ed & 
Community 
initiatives 

9/27/2010 

9/28/2010 

$109 89 

Presentation / Speech 

Washington LXT 

Myers, David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

9/27/2010 

9/27/2010 

$13 32 

Presentation / Speech 

l.ancaster. J*A 

Mvers. Davtd L. 

Director, Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

10/4/2010 

10/7/2010 

$91 48 

Conference attendance 

Wa->hingii'n DC 

Mvers. David L 

Director, Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

10/14/2010 

10/16/2010 

$387 33 

STATF VAl. 

MEFTINC 

New York. NY 

Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
initiaUve-s 

10/14/2010 

10/16/2010 

$813 48 

STAIF: VAl. 

MEFTIS’G 

New York. NY 

Mvers, David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

10/14/2010 

10/1.5/2010 

$1003 

STATE VAl. 

MIUTING 

New York. NY 

Mvers. David L 

Director, l-aith 
Based & 

Community 

Initiatives 

10/14/2010 

10/15/2010 

$11 93 

STATE VAL 

MEETING 

New York. NY 

Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

10/17/2010 

10/22/2010 

$1.246 95 

Presentation / Speech 

Kansas Citv. MO 

Mvers. David L, 

Director. Faith 
Based & 

Community 

Initiatives 

iO/17/2010 

10/22/2010 

$2.164 87 

Presentation / Speech 

\Va,shmgion DC 

Mvers, Davtd l.„ 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

10/17/2010 

ia/2I/2010 

$10 03 

Presentation / Speech 

Kansas Cit\. MO 

Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 

Community' 

Initiatives 

10/17/2010 

10/21/2010 

$1193 

l*rescntatK)n / Speech 

WashmgtcMi tX' 

Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 

Based & 

Community 

Initiatives 

10/25/2010 

lomnolo 

$269 80 

Conference attendance 

Chicago, IL 

Mvers. David [. 

Director. Faith 

Based & 

Comrn unity 
Initiatives 

l0/25.''20t0 

I0/27./2010 

$711 99 

Conference attendance 

Washington DC 

Mvers, David 1. 

Director. Faith 

Based & 

Community 

Initiatives 

I0/30>20I0 

1I/3/20I0 

$1,300 45 

Conference attendance 

Chicago. 11- 

Myers, David L 

Director. Faith 

Based & 

I0/.30/2010 

11/3, '2010 

$2,792 30 

Conference attendance 

Washington (X' 
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Community 

Initiatives 






Mvers. Daviii 1, 

Director, Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

!a'3a/2oio 

WHflQXQ 

$10 03 

Conference atiendance 

Chicago, II. 

Mvers. David 1, 

Director, i-aith 
Based & 
C'ommunity 
Initiatives 

10/30/2010 

1 1/2/2010 

$il 93 

Conference attendance 

Washington EX.’ 

Mvers. David 1. 

Director. Faith 
Ba.sed & 
Community 
Initiatives 

i i/^^OlO 

11/7/2010 

S3H OR 

Presentation ! Speech 

New Orleans. l.A 

Mvers. David t 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

n/4^010 

11/7/20 10 

$746 40 

Presentation / Speech 

Washington IX 

Mvers. David 1. 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

1 1/4/2010 

1 1./6/20I0 

$1003 

Presentation / Speech 

New Orleans. L.A 

Mvers. David L 

Director. Faith 
Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

1 1/4/2010 

11/6/2010 

$11 93 

Presentation / Speech 

Washington IX' 

I'enn. Damon C 

Assistant 
Administrator for 
National 

Continuity 

Programs 

1/2/2010 

1/7/2010 

5590 30 

C’onfercnec attendance 

Anchorage, AK 

F’enn. Damon C 

Assistant 
Administrator for 
National 

Continuity 

Programs 

1/2/2010 

I./7/20I0 

$2,177 53 

Conference attendance 

Washington X" 

Penn. Damon C 

.Assistant 
Administrator for 
National 

Continuity 

Prosrans 

1/15/2010 

2/1/2010 

$247 69 

Haiti Farthquakc 
Response 

Tampa. 1-1. 

Penn. Damon C 

Assistant 
Administrator for 
National 

Continuity 

Programs 

1/J5-'20!0 

2/1/2010 

$1.822 95 

Haiti Farthquakc 
Resmnise 

Santo Domingo. Haiti 

Penn. Damon C 

Assistant 
Administrator for 
National 

Continuity 

f’rograms 

2/16/2010 

2/23/2010 

$134 00 

Meeting attendance 

Blucmont. VA 

Penn. Damon C 

Assistant 
Administrator for 
National 

Continuity 

Programs 

3/2/2010 

4/6/2010 

$276 50 

Meeting attendance 

Biiiemont. VA 

Penn. Damon C 

Assistant 
Administrator for 
National 

Continuity 

Programs 

3/15/2010 

3/I7./2OI0 

$203 00 

Conference .mcndance 

Houston, rx 

Penn. Damon C 

Assistant 
Administrator for 
National 

Continuity 

Proiiranis 

3/1.5/201O 

3/17/2010 

$1,298 09 

Conference attendance 

Washinelt'ii IX' 

Penn. Damon (' 

A>,MhMnt 
Administrator for 
National 

K. ommuity 

4/12/2010 

4/I5./2010 

S295 85 

Conference attendance 

Las '.eu-is NV 

Penn, Damon C 

Asbi^unt 

Administrator for 
National 

Continuity 

Programs 

4/12/2010 

4/15/2010 

$1,188 71 

Conference attendance 

W'ashmgton IX' 
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Penn. Damon C 

AssLstant 
Administrator tor 
National 

Con(inuit> 

Programs 

4/20.'20!0 

6^3/2010 

$21800 

Meeting attendance 

Bliiemoni. VA 

Penn. [)amon C 

As.sistan! 
Administrator for 
National 

Conlmuily 

f’roarams 

5/25/2010 

5^8-2010 

syii 46 

('onferenee attendance 

Boston. MA 

Penn, Damon C 

.As-sistant 
Administrator for 
National 

Continutt>' 

Programs 

5f25/20IO 

5/282010 

$965 23 

Conference attendance 

Boston. -MA 

Penn. Damon C 

-Assistant 
Administrator for 
National 

Continuity 

Programs 

6/7/2010 

6/92010 

$192 50 

Conference attendance 

New York. NY 

Penn. [)amon C 

Assistant 
Administrator for 
National 

Continuity 

Programs 

6/7/2010 

6/92010 

$1.084 63 

Conference attendance 

New York. NY 

Penn. Damon C 

•Assistant 
Administrator for 
National 

Conitniiiiy 

6/17/2010 

6/172010 

$47 37 

Meeting attendance 

Bluemont, VA 

Penn, Damon C 

Assistant 
Administrator tor 
National 

Coniimiilv 

ProgMms 

6/22/2010 

7212010 

$252 00 

Mceiing attendance 

Blucmoni, VA 

Penn. Damon C 

Assi'lant 
Administrator for 
National 

Continuity 

Programs 

6/2.1/2010 

6252010 

$175 00 

Conference attendance 

Denton. 'I'X 

Penn, Damon C 

A.s.si5tant 
Administrator for 
National 

Continuity 

Programs 

6/23/2010 

6/2.52010 

$702 43 

Conference attendance 

Dallas/Ft Worth. TX 

Penn. Damon C 

Assistant 
Administrator for 
National 

Contimiitv 

Programs 

7/M/20I0 

7/I6/20I0 

$640 82 

Conference attendance 

Washington DC 

Penn. Damon C 

Assistant 
Admim.s!fiitor for 
National 

Continuity 

Programs 

7/1 1/2010 

7/162010 

$2,209 87 

Conference attendance 

St Thomas. VI 

Penn. Damon C 

Assistant 
Administrator for 
National 

Continuity 

Programs 

7/27/2010 

7292010 

S472 12 

Training 

Washington DC 

Penn. Damon (.' 

Assistant 
Administrator for 
National 

Continuity 

Programs 

7/27/2010 

7292010 


lll^l 

Kansas Cits. MO 

Penn. Damon C 

Assistant 
Administrator for 
National 

Continuity 

Programs 

8/3/2010 

8272010 

S2I800 

Conference attendance 

Bluemont. VA 

Penn. Damon C 

Assistant 
Administrator for 
Nalimial 

Continuity 

Programs 

8/31/2010 

8/31/2010 

im 

m 

Jacksonville, PL 
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Penn. Damon C 

As.sistant 
Aclminislralor for 
National 

Continuity 

Programs 

8/31,^010 

8./310010 

$660 23 

Meeting 

Jacksonville. FI. 

Penn. Damon C 

Assistant 
Administrator Ibr 
National 

Continuity 

Programs 

9/3/2010 

9080010 

$218 00 

Conference attendance 

Bluemont, VA 

Penn. Damon C 

Assistant 
Admini.slrator for 
National 

Continuity 

Programs 

1{V14/20I0 

1007/2010 

$126 79 

Conference attendance 

Washington IXT 

Penn. Damon C 

Assistant 
Administrator for 
National 

Continuity 

Programs 

10/17^010 

lftOO/2010 

$274 00 

Conference attendance 

Little Rock. .AR 

Penn. Damon C 

Assistant 
Administrator for 
National 

Continuity 

Proerams 

10/17/2010 

1(^00010 

$1.080 70 

Conference attendance 

Little Rock, AR 

Penn. Damon C 

Assistant 
Administrator for 
National 

Coniinuity 

Prv'urjiiis 

I0'31/2010 

1 1/20010 

$304 10 

Conference attendance 

Dailas/Ft Wtirlh. TX 

Penn. Damon C 

AsM->iant 
Administrator for 
National 
yonimuity 

Programs 

1001/2010 

11/20010 

$687 15 

Conference attendance 

Dallas/F't Worth. TX 

Racusen, Rachel 

Director. Public 
Affairs Division 

5/25/2010 

5060010 

$106 50 

Conference attendance 

Fort Lauderdale. FL 

Racusen. Rachel 

Director. Public 
Affairs Division 

.5/25/2010 

5/260010 

$49‘/26 

Conference attendance 

Fort Lauderdale. FL 

Racusen. Rachel 

Director, Public 
Affairs Division 

6/160010 

6/170010 

$106 50 

Conference attendance 

EJoston, MA 

Racuiten. Rachel 

Director. Public 
Affairs Division 

6/16/2010 

6/170010 

$536 61 

Conference attendance 

Boston. MA 

Racusen. Rachel 

Director, Public 
Affairs Division 

6/24/2010 

605/2010 

$99 00 

Meeting attendance 

Miami. FL 

Racusen. Rachel 

Director. Public 
Affairs Division 

6/24/2010 

6050010 

$998 87 

Meeting attendance 

Miami. FL 

Racusen. Rachel 

Director. Public 
Affairs Division 

709/2010 

7/300010 

$155 98 

Meeting-National 
Humcanc Meeting 

New Orleans. LA 

Racusen. Rachel 

Director. Public 
Affairs Division 

709/2010 

7/300010 

$2.1281.3 

Meeting-National 
Hurricane Meeting 

New Orleans. LA 

Racusen. Rachel 

Director. Public 
Affairs Division 

80.30010 

8/300010 

$756 58 

Conference attendance 

New Orleans. LA 

Racusen. Rachel 

Director. Public 
Affairs Division 

8/230010 

8/300010 

$1.767 51 

Conference attendance 

New Orleans. LA 

Racusen. Rachel 

Director. Public 
Affairs Division 

10/18/2010 

10O(V20l0 

$162 53 

NIKI.M Conference 

!..inte Rock. AR 

Racusen. Rachel 

Director. Public 
.Affairs Division 

10/18/2010 

1000/2010 

$911 15 

NEIM Conference 

Little Rock. AR 

Racusen. Rachel 

Director. Public 
Affairs Division 

11/40010 

1 1/40010 

S48 23 

Meeting attendance 

Washington IX' 

Robinson. Kristin Fi 

Policy Advisor to 
the Deputy 
Administrator 

I/I 1/2010 

1/130010 

$187 50 

Conference attendance 

Tampa, FL 

Robinson. Krisiin E 

Policy Advisor to 
the Deputy 
.Administrator 

l/N/2010 

I/I 30010 

$835 45 

Conference attendance 

Tampa. FI . 

Robinson. Kristin Fi 

Policy Advisor to 
the Deputy 
Administrator 

3/8/2010 

7/70010 

$95 23 

Gallup .Se.ssioti 

W'ashmgton IX' 
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Robinson. Kristin Ei 

Policy Advisor to 
the Deputy 
Administrator 

3/16/2010 

3/17/2010 

$1^01 

Conference attendance 

Atlanta. GA 

Robinson. Knstin R 

Policy .Advisor (o 
the Deputy 
Administrator 

3/l6iQOIO 

3/1 7.^010 

$611 01 

Conference attendance 

Atlanta. GA 

Robinson. Kristin L- 

Policy Advisor to 
the Deputy 
Administrator 

3/I8/20P0 

7.^2/2010 

$20626 

mectme/lrainine coop 

mt weather, va 

Robinson. Kristin E- 

Policy Advisor to 
the Deputy 
Administrator 

4/1 1/2010 

4/13/2010 

$278 05 

Conference attendance 

San Diego. C.A 

Robinson, Kristin L- 

Policy Advisor to 
the Deputy 
Administrator 

4/u.aoio 

4/13/2010 

$1,281 13 

Conference attendance 

,San Diego. C.A 

Robinson. Kristin E 

Policy Advisor to 
the Deputy 
Administrator 

5/l7./20i0 

5/17/2010 

$49 50 

Meeting attendance 

Bluemont. VA 

Robinson. Kristin E 

Policy Advisor to 
the Deputy' 
Administrator 

5/ia'2010 

5/19/2010 

S223 50 

Conference attendance 

Oklahoma Citv. OK 

Robinson. Kristm E 

Policy Advisor to 
the [>epiity 
Adminisiralnr 

5/18/2010 

5/19/2010 

$60127 

Conference attendance 

Oklahoma Citv. OK 

Robinson, Knstin E 

Policy Advisor to 
the Deputy 
Administrator 

6/15/2010 

6/17/2010 

$350 50 

Regional 

Administrators Meeting 

Boston. MA 

Robinson. Kristm E 

Policy Advisor to 
the Deputy 
Administrator 

6/15/2010 

6/17/2010 

$728 91 

Regional 

Admim.stralors Meeting 

Boston. MA 

Robinson, Knsim E 

Policy Advisor to 
the E>;puty 
Administrator 

7/10/2010 

7/142010 

$439 50 

('ontcrcnce attendance 

DENVer. CO 

Robinson. Knstin E 

Policy Advisor to 
the E^puty 
Administrator 

7/10/2010 

7/14/2010 

Si.509l5 

Conference attendance 

DENVer. CO 

Robinson. Knstin E 

Policy Advisor to 
the f.kpuly 
Administrator 

9/20/2010 

9/21/2010 

$180 32 

Meeting attendance 

Eiaston. MD 

Robinson. Knstin !■ 

Policy Advisor to 
the Deputy 
Administrator 

10/1/2010 

n/22010 

$59 46 

Meeting NPC 

Winchester. Va 

Robinson. Kristm 

Policy AdvisOT to 
the L^piity 
Administrator 

10/17/2010 

10/21/2010 

$417 53 

Nema Contcrencc 

Little Rock. AR 

Robinson. Kristm E 

Policy Advisor to 
the Deputy 
Administrator 

10/17/2010 

10/21/2010 

S1.3I524 

Nema Conference 

Little Rock. AR 

Russctl. Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

1/11/2000 

1/14/2010 

$206 25 

Meeting attendance 

Tampa. FL 

Russeil. AnthonvA 

Regional 

Administrator 

1/1I/2(X>0 

1/14/2010 

$636 15 

Meeting attendance 

Tampa. FI. 

Russell. Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

1/3/2010 

1/7/2010 

$327 60 

I'raining 

Washington IX' 

Russeil. Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

I/3/20I0 

1/7/2010 

SI. .'55 II 

Training 

Washington IX? 

Riis.sdl. Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

1/14/2010 

1/20/2010 

$602 64 

JEO • Disaster site visit 
{fund 06) 

New Orleans. LA 

Russell. Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

1/14/2010 

1^0/2010 

$1,540 17 

JEO* Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

New Orleans. LA 

Russell. Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

I/14/20H) 

1/19/2010 

$20 59 

JEO • Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

Houston, TX 

Russell, Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

1/14/2010 

I/I9/2010 

$387 69 

JEO - Disa-ster site visit 
{ fund 06) 

1 lousion. TX 

Russell, Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

1/21/2010 

1/23/2010 

$196 11 

Meeimc attendance 

Tampa. FL 

Russell. Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

1/21/2010 

1/23/2010 

$763 66 

Meeting attendance 

Tampa. FL 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

I/2SV2010 

1/302010 

$129 25 

JFO - Di.saster site visit 
(fund 06) 

Houston. TX 

Russeil. Anthonv A 

Regional 

•Administrator 

1 28'2(il0 

1/302010 

$589 82 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

Houston. TX I 
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Russell. Amhony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

1/30/2010 

2/^2010 

$775 48 

JFO - Disa.ster site yisit 
(tund 06) 

New Orleans, LA 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

1/3(^010 

2/62010 

$1,687 40 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

New Orleans. LA 

Russell, Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

2.^6/2010 

2/92010 

$52 78 

Meetins attendance 

Albuquerque. NM 

Russell, Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

2/6/2010 

2,92010 

$51581 

Meeting attendance 

Albuquerque. NM 

Rus-sell. /Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

2/14/2010 

2202010 

$566 78 

JFO - Disaster site yisit 
(fund 06) 

San Antonio. 'I'X 

Rus.se!l. Anthony A 

Regional 

.Administrator 

2/14/2010 

2202010 

$1.343 27 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

San Antonio, TX 

Russell, Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

2/24/2010 

2242010 

$49 50 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

Oklahoma City. OK 

Rus-seii. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

3/1/2010 

3/120T0 

$45 75 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

Little Rock. AR 

Russell, Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

3/1.2010 

3/12010 

$342 65 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

l.ittie Rock. AR 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

322010 

3/1 12010 

$1,168 54 

Training 

Washington TX' 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

3/.32010 

3/112010 

$2.577 20 

Framing 

Washington IX: 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

3/32010 

3/102010 

$72 00 

Meeting attendance 

Denton. TX 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

3/142010 

3/182010 

S410 85 

Conference attendance 

Washington IX' 

Russell, Anthony .A 

Regional 

Administrator 

.3/142010 

.3/182010 

$2.169 47 

Conference attendance 

Washington DC 

Russell, Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

3212010 

3252010 


Training 

Collcuc Station. TX 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Admini.'.traior 




Tramme 

College Station. TX 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

.325/2010 

3202010 

$539 25 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

New Orleans. LA 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

3252010 

3202010 

$1,241 89 

JFO -Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

New Orleans, LA 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

3202010 

4.22010 

$624 25 

Meeting attendance 

Orlando. FI., 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

3/.3020I0 

42/2010 

$1.172 79 

Meeting attendance 

Orlando. I-T. 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

422010 

4/6/2010 

$107 90 

Meeting attendance 

Albuquerque. NM 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

422010 

4/6/2010 

$21903 

Meeting attendance 

Albuquerque. NM 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

4/72010 

4/I620J0 

$1,056 17 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(liind 06) 

New Orleans. LA 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

4/72010 

4/l6/'20IO 

$2,591 70 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

New Orleans. LA 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

4/18/2010 

4/192010 

$321 50 

Presentation / Speech 

Oklahoma Citv. OK 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

4/182010 

4/192010 

$97 75 

f‘rescntation / Speech 

Oklahoma City. OK 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regii'iial 

Administrator 

5/42010 

5/52010 

$177 50 

Speech Prcsentatton 

Denton, TX 

Russell, Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

5/4/2010 

5/5.2010 

$780 89 

Speech Presentation 

Denton. TX 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

5/18.2010 

5/192010 

$143 50 

Presentation / Speech 

McAllen. TX 

Russell. .Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

5/18.2010 

5/192010 

$661 .30 

Presentation / Speech 

McAllen. TX 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

5/26/2010 

5282010 

$252 50 

Meeting attendance 

Albuquerque. NM 

Russell, Anthony A 

Regional 

.Administrator 

.^262010 

5282010 

$1,088 56 

Meeting attendance 

Albuquerque. NM 

Russell. Anthony .A 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/32010 

6./I3.20I0 

$1232 56 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

New Orleans. LA 
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Russell, Antlionv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/3/2010 

6/132010 

S2J8I 27 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
tfijnd 06) 

New Orleans. l.A 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/14/2010 

6/172010 

$359 85 

Conference attendance 

Demon, rx 

Russell. Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/I4./2010 

6/17.2010 

$989 26 

Conference attendance 

Denton. TX 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/17.^010 

6202010 

$373 23 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

New Orleans. l./\ 

Russell, Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/17/2010 

6202010 

SI.328 82 

jro - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

New Orleans. L.A 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/22/'20l0 

^2/2010 

$38 00 

Meetina attendance 

Dalias/Ft Worth. T.X 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/27/2010 

6292010 

$280 35 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
{fund 06) 

New Orleans, LA 

Russell, Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/27/2010 

6292010 

$996 79 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

New Orleans. LA 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/6/2010 

7/122010 

$321 77 

Information MTG 
Meeting 

Albuquerque, NM 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/6/2010 

7/122010 

$1.599 54 

Information MTd 
Meeting 

.Albuquerque. NM 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/19/2010 

7212010 

$246 91 

StS RA Meeting 

Mt W'eather 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administratfir 

7/19/2010 

7212010 

$1.038 96 

SPS RA Meeting 

Mt Weather 

Ru.ssell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/4.2010 

8/82010 

$504 .36 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(lund 06) 

New Orleans. LA 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

•Administrator 

8/4/2010 

8/82010 

$1.262 99 

JFO - Disa-ster site visit 
(fund 06) 

New Orleans. LA 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/11/2010 

8/19/2010 

$731 91 

Congressional MQ 
Mceung 

Denton. TX 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/11/2010 

8/192010 

$1.827 31 

Congressional 1 IQ 
Meeting 

Denton. TX 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/22/2010 

8/30/2010 

$832 92 

JFO -Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

New Orleans. LA 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

8222010 

8/30/2010 

$1,371 .58 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

New Orleans. LA 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/22/2010 

829/2010 

$321 40 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

Houston. TX 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

R2020I0 

8,01/2010 

$74 00 

Disaster Assistance - 
1 omadocs, Severe 

Storms 

Norman. TX 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

8/.30.2010 

8012010 

$78 58 

Dissater Assistance - 
Tornadoes, Severe 

Stonns 

Norman. i'X 

Ru-sscll. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/22010 

9/2/2010 

$88 50 

Disaster .Assistance • 
Tomadoe.s. Severe 

Stomvs 

Laredo. TX 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/2/2010 

9/22010 

$532 23 

Disaster Assistance - 
Tomadoe.s. Severe 

Stonns 

Laredo, TX 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

9, 11/20 10 

9/82010 

$32 83 

Disaster .Assistance • 
Tomadots, Severe 

Storms 

New Orleans. LA 

Rtts,sell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/ 1.3.20 10 

9/142010 

SI62 00 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

New Orleans. LA 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Adminisiraior 

9/13/2010 

9/142010 

$621 75 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(Rind 06) 

New Orleans, l .A 

Russell. Anthony ,A 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/132010 

9/132010 

$32 83 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

New Orleans. LA 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/20/2010 

9/232010 

$340 78 

Senate Testimony 

Wa.shington DC 

Russell, Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

9202010 

9/23-2010 

$1,371 09 

Senate Tesnmonv 

Washington fX' 
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Russell. Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

R/Zdr'SOIO 

9/30/2010 

$388 63 

Conference attendance 

El Paso. TX 

Russell. Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/24/2010 

9/30/2010 

SI. 334 42 

Conference attendance 

El Paso- TX 

Russell. Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/30/2010 

10/5/2010 

S449 70 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
tfuiid 06) 

f-:i Paso, TX 

Russell. Anthony A 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/3(V20l0 

10/5^010 

$1,399 73 

JFO * Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

El Paso. TX 

Russell. Anthonv ,A 

Regional 

Administrator 

lo/a^oio 

lft'8/2010 

S99 75 

JFO - Disaster site vusit 
(fund 06) 

New Orleans. LA 

Russell. Anthonv .A 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/8/2010 

1 0/8/20 10 

$424 23 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
tfund 06) 

New Orleans. LA 

Russell, Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/12/2010 

10/12/2010 

$38 06 

Cancelled Trip Fee 

Washington DC 

Russell. Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

i{V18/2010 

i 0/22^0 10 

$845 69 

Conterence attendance 

Little Rock, AR 

Russell. Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

IO/18./20I0 

10/^2010 

$1,086 64 

Conlercnce attendance 

Little RiKk, AR 

Russell. Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/27/2010 

10/27/2010 

$46 50 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
{fund 06) 

Alexandria. LA 

Russell. Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/27/2010 

10/27/2010 

$414 23 

JF'O - Disaster site visit 
< fund 06) 

Alexandria. LA 

Russell, Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

l0/'29/2010 

1 1/5/2010 

$836 76 

lABM Conference 

Denton. I'X 

Russell. Anthonv A 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/29/2010 

11/5^010 

$1,298 52 

lAfcM Conference 

Denton. TX 

Russell. Anthonv A 

Regional 

Adntinistrator 

1 1/8/2010 

1 1/9/2010 

$138 50 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

Houston. TX 

Scott. Jannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

3/24/2010 

3/26/2010 

$302 36 

Meeting attendance 

Miami. FI. 

Scott. Jannah M 

Deputy Director, 
Faith Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

3/24/2010 

,3/26/2010 

$1,455 45 

Meeting attendance 

Miami. FI. 

Scott, .lannah M 

Deputy Director. 
I'ailh (}a.sed & 
Community 
Initiatives 

4/6/2010 

4/9/2010 

$204 25 

Presentation / Speech 

Tuscon. A/. 

Scott. Jannah M 

[>pury Director. 
Faith Based & 
Community 
Imliatives 

4/6/2010 

4/9/2010 

S381 01 

Presentation / Speech 

'Tuscon. AZ 

Scott. Jannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

4/13/2010 

4/16/2010 

$370 00 

Presentation / Speech 

Colorado SprmB.s. CO 

Scott, .lannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

4/13/2010 

4/I6/2QI0 

$867 63 

Presentation / Speech 

Colorado Springs. CO 

Scoit lannah M 

Deputy Director, 
Faith Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

4/17/2010 

4/20/2010 

$6900 

Presentation / Speech 

New Windsor. MD 

Scott. Jannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

4/17/2010 

4/20/2010 

$100 00 

Presentation / Speech 

New Windsor, MD 

Scott, .lannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Based & 
Community 
Iniiiaiivcs 

5/17/2010 

5/18/2010 

$65 48 

i raining 

Winchester. VA 

Scott, Jannah M 

i;)epuiy Director. 
Faith Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

5/17/2010 

5/18.^010 

$176 04 

Training 

Winchester. VA 

Scott. Jannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Based & 
Community 
iniuatives 

5/19/2010 

5/21/2010 

$240 23 

Conference attendance 

Milwaukee. W1 
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Scott. Jannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Based & 
Community 
InitiMives 

5/19/2010 

5212010 

$798 67 

Ctsnfercnce attendance 

Milwaukee. W'i 

Scott. Jannah M 

Deputy Director, 
Faith Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

6/2/2010 

6/172010 

$122936 

DEEPWATL-R 
HORIZON SPILL 

New Orleans, LA 

Scott. Jannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

6/2/2010 

6/172010 

$2,777 85 

DEEP WATER 
HORIZON SPILI. 

new Orleans. L,A 

Scott, Jannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Based & 
Community 
initiatives 

6/25/2010 

6252010 

$0(8) 

CLO.SED 

0 

Scott, Jannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Ba.sed & 
Community 
Initiatives 

6/25/2010 

6252010 

$000 

CLOSED 

0 

.Scott, Jannah M 

I>:puly Director, 
Faith Based & 
Community 
initiatives 

7/5/2010 

7/162010 

$1.162 57 

Conference attendance 

Dalias/Ft Worth. TX 

Scott. Jannah M 

Deputy Director, 
Faith Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

7/5/2010 

7/162010 

$2,756 60 

('onference attendance 

Dailas/Fl Worth. TX 

Scott, jannah .M 

Deputy Director, 
i-aith Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

7/22/2010 

822010 

$25025 

Speech Presentation 

Istanbul Turkev 

Scott. Jannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Based & 
Community 
initiatives 

7/222010 

8/22010 

SI -298 42 

Speech Presentation 

Istanbul Turkev 

Scott. Jannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

8/4,2010 

8/11/2010 

$552 19 

Conference attendance 

San Dieeo. CA 

Scott. Jannah M 

Deputy Director, 
Faith Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

8/42010 

8^112010 

$1,293 95 

Conlerence attendance 

San Dieao. CA 

Scott. Jannah M 

Deputy Director. 
F'aith Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

8252010 

8282010 

$292 98 

Conference attendance 

Milwaukee. W1 

Scott. Jannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Based & 
Community 
hiittativcs 

8252010 

8282010 

$822 18 

C'onference attendance 

Milwaukee, WI 

Scon. Jannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Based &. 
Community 
Initiatives 

8/312010 

9/102010 

$695 81 

Conference attendance 

lackson. ms 

Scott. Jfuinah M 

Deputy Director, 
l-'aith Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

8/3 12010 

9/102010 

S2.085 72 

Conference attendance 

laekson. ms 

Scott. Jannah M 

Deputy Director, 
Faith Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

9222010 

9/302010 

$823 95 

Conference attendance 

Miami. FL 

Scon, Jannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

9222010 

9202010 

$227069 

Conference attendance 

Miami. FI.. 

Scott, Jannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

10/23/2010 

10/252010 

$21190 

Conference attendance 

.san lose, ca 

Scott. Jannah M 

Deputy Directc'r, 
Faith Based & 
Community 
initiatives 

10/232010 

10252010 

$842 82 


HliH 
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Scofl. Jannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Based & 
Community 
initiatives 

10/31/2010 

1 l/2/'20IO 

$302 12 

Conference attendance 

lake ceneva. wi 

Scon. Jannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Based & 
Community 
initiatives 

10/31/2010 

II/2./20I0 

$687 26 

Conference attendance 

lake aeneva. vvi 

Scolt. Jannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Based & 
Community 
Initiatives 

r 1/3/2010 

11/6^010 

$311 26 

Conference attendance 

Phoenix. AZ 

Scott. Jannah M 

Deputy Director. 
Faith Based & 
Communitx’ 
Initiatives 

} 1/3/2010 

1 1/6/'20!0 

$869 38 

Conference attendance 

Phoenix, AZ 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

10/20/2009 

9/30/2010 

$1,007 70 

Mectina attendance 

DENVer. CO 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

I2/I5/2(X)9 

3/14/2010 

$28 00 

Meeting attendance 

VVashinaton DC 

Senno. Richard A 

Deput) 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

I/I 1/2010 

I/I3/20I0 

$135 00 

Conference attendance 

Tampa. FI. 

Senno, Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FE.MA 

1/11/2010 

1/1.3/2010 

S593 00 

Conference attendance 

Tampa. FI. 

Senno, Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

l/n/2010 

1/12/2010 

$177 70 

Meeting attendance 

Tampa, FL 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

1/21/2010 

I/28/20I0 

$334 45 

Meetine attendance 

New York. NY 

.Senno, Richard A 

IX'puty- 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

1/21/2010 

1/28/2010 

$1.802 07 

Meeting attendance 

Kansas Citv. MO 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

l/3!/'20l0 

2/.5/20I0 

$334 50 

Conference attendance 

.Seattle. WA 

•Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

1/31/2010 

2/5/2010 

$l.6.‘:7 84 

Conference attendance 

Boston. MA 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Admini-strator. 

FEMA 

2/22/2010 

2/26/2010 

$.377 70 

Meeting attendance 

Denton, TX 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

2/22/2010 

2/262010 

$1,167 49 

Meeting altcndance 

Boston. MA 

Senno. Richard A 

[!)eputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

.3/3/2010 

3/42010 

S5.3 25 

Conference attendance 

Baltimore. MD 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Admini-straior. 

FEMA 

.3/3.'20l0 

3/42010 

$215 65 

Conference attendance 

Baltimore. MD 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

3/11/2010 

3/132010 

$14000 

Mectma attendance 

Wichita. KS 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

3/11/2010 

3/132010 

$754 51 

.Meetins attendance 

Wichita. KS 

Senno. Richard A 

L^puty^ 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

3/3(V20I0 

4/12010 

$155 85 

Meetinu attendance 

Atlanta. GA 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

3/30/2010 

4/12010 

$643 55 

Meeting attendance 

Atlanta. GA 

Senno. Richard A 

E)epuly 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

mamo 

4/62010 

$427 75 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

Providence. R1 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

4/15/2010 

4/172010 

SI 10 50 

JFX) - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

American Samoa 

Sermo. Richard .A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

4/15/2010 

4/17/2010 

$7,556 99 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

American Samoa 
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Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator, 

f[-:ma 

4/18/2010 

4252010 

$791 00 

Meetina attendance 

Honolulu. Hi 

Sermo. Richard A 

Deputy- 

Administrator. 

FfZMA 

4/18/2010 

4252010 

$1.43241 

Meetma attendance 

San Dicbo. CA 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator, 

FhMA 

4/19^010 

4242010 

$89 01 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

Honolulu. HI 

Sermo. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FFMA 

4/26/7010 

4.272010 

$1.3925 

Contcrence attendance 

Boston. MA 

Senno, Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator, 

FCMA 

4.76/2010 

4272010 

$198 44 

Conference attendance 

Boston. MA 

Senno. Richard A 

TJtepuEy 

Administrator. 

FFMA 

4/28/2010 

5/72010 

SHI 45 

3FO- Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

Boston. MA 

Sermo. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

4/28/2010 

5/72010 

$74 90 

JFO - Disaster site visil 
(fund 06) 

Boston. MA 

Senno. Richard .A 

f>3puty 

Admini-strator. 

FEMA 

5/32010 

5/42010 

$118 50 

JFO - Disa-Ster site visit 
(fund 06) 

Boston. MA 

Senno, Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

S/32010 

5/42010 

$272 23 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

Boston, MA 

Senno. Richard ,A 

Deputy 

•Administrator, 

FEMA 

5/52010 

5/52010 

$32 83 

Meetma attendance 

Boston, MA 

Senno, Richaixl A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

.5/182010 

5/182010 

V'5<s6 

Mectine attendance 

Miami. FL 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

5/192010 

5202010 

$<>9 00 

JFO • Disa.ster site visit 
(fund 06) 

Nashville. TN 

Sermo, Richa-dA 

Depots 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

5/192010 

.5202010 

$40661 

JFO - D)sa.stcr site visit 
(fond 06) 

Nashville. TN 

Senno. Richard A 

l.)epul> 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

5222010 

5222010 

$56 00 

Meeting attendance 

Washmcii'ii IX' 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

.5272010 

6/1/2010 

$150 60 

Meeting attendance 

Boston. MA 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

5272010 

6/12010 

$599 89 

Meeting attendance 

WashiiiBton DC 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

622010 

6/8/2010 

$.149 05 

Conference attendance 

Las\cB,is NV 

Senno, Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

62/2010 

6/82010 

S2.207 60 

<?unterence attendance 

Las Vegas. NV 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

6/11/2010 

722010 

$1.108 55 

Meeting attendance 

New Orleans. i.A 

Sermo, Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

6/112010 

722010 

$3,582% 

Meetmu attendance 

New Orleans, I.A 

Sermo. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

7/92010 

7/132010 

S177 50 

Conference attendance 

Boston. M.A 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

7/9/2010 

8/13.2010 

$250 12 

Conference attendance 

Boston. MA 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

7/162010 

7/162010 

$49 50 

.IFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

Nashville. TN 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

7/162010 

7/162010 

$214 23 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

N,1^!nl(lc. IN 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

7232010 

723.2010 

$152 53 

Conference attendance 

Washiiicion IX' 
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Serino- Richard A 

Deput> 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

8/3^010 

8/9/2010 

$234 75 

Qmlerence attendance 

Boston, MA 

Senno, Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

8/3/2010 

8/9/2010 

$1,005 39 

Conference attendance 

Boston. MA 

Serino. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

8/28^010 

8/29/2010 

$84 00 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
tfund 06) 

Gulfport, VES 

Serino. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

8/28/2010 

8/29/2010 

$395 71 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
{ fund 06) 

Gulfport. MS 

Senno, Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

9/1-^010 

9/3/2010 

SI 77 50 

Conference attendance 

Washington fX' 

Serino. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

9/1/2010 

9/3.20 10 

$554 16 

Ccmference attendance 

Washington [XT 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy' 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

9/14/2010 

9/20/2010 

$302 45 

Conference attendance 

Los Angeles, CA 

Senno. Richard A 

14eputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

9/14/2010 

9/20/2010 

S1.3106I 

Conference attendance 

Los Angeles. CA 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

9/14/2010 

9/19/2010 

$32 8-3 

Meeting attendance 

Los Angele.s. CA 

Senno, Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

10/1/2010 

10/5/2010 

$187 53 

Conference attendance 

Boston. MA 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

10/1/2010 

10/5/2010 

$411 12 

Conference attendance 

Boston. MA 

Sermo. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

10/7/2010 

10/12/2010 

$187 53 

Crisis Management 
Conference 

Boston. MA 

Sermo. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

ff:ma 

10/7/2010 

10/12/2010 

$41233 

C’rtsts Management 
Conference 

Boston, MA 

Sermo. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator, 

FEMA 

10/12/2010 

10,24/2010 

$661 01 

Mema Conference 

Boston. MA 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy- 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

10/12/2010 

10/24/2010 

$2,375 37 

Nema Conference 

Boston. MA 

Serino. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

I1/1/20H) 

1 1/3/2010 

SI93 58 

Emergency Managers 
Conference 

San Antonio. TX 

Senno. Richard A 

Deputy 

Administrator. 

FEMA 

n/l/2010 

1 1/-V20I0 

$92 1 39 

F:mcrgcncy Managers 
Conference 

San Antonio. TX 

Velasciue::. Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

5/10/2010 

5/10/2010 

$45 00 

Mecime attendance 

Chicago. IL 

VelasmieA Andrew lit 

Regional 

Administrator 

5/24/2010 

5,252010 

$306 40 

M«;tmii attendance 

Springfield. IL 

Velasques. Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/8/2010 

6/102010 

$49 50 

Meetine attendance 

Chicago, tl. 

Velasquez. Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/14/2010 

6/172010 

$.118 50 

Mccunfi attendance 

Boston. MA 

Vela.squez. Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/14/2010 

6/172010 

SI.05I 37 

Meeting attendance 

Boston, MA 

Vela-squez. Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/21/2010 

6252010 

$456 50 

Meeting attendance 

W'a.shingt(m IX? 

Velasquez. Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

6/21/2010 

6252010 

$1.28931 

Meeting attendance 

Washington DC.' 

Vela.squez. Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/6/2010 

7/82010 

$165 00 

Mcctmc .ittendance 

Cincinnati. OH 

Velasquez. Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/6/2010 

7/82010 

$853 86 

Meeting attendance 

Cincinnati. OH 

Velasquez, Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/19/2010 

7212010 

$222 50 

Meeting attendance 

Washington iX’ 

Velasquez. Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

7/19/2010 

7212010 

$790 61 

Meeting attendance 

W'ashmaion IX' 
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Velasque?,, Andrew hi 

Regional 

Administrator 

m/20\o 

8/5/2010 

$156 50 

jPO - Disaster .site visit 
(fund 06) 

Minneapolis. MN 

Velasquez. Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

maoio 

8/5/2010 

$413 79 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(ftind 06) 

Minneapolis. MN 

Velasquez, Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/7/20 JO 

9/8/2010 

$289 00 

Conference attendance 

Springfield. 11. 

Velasquez, Andrew In 

Regional 

.Administrator 

9/7/20 JO 

9/8/2010 

$89 12 

Conference attendance 

Springfield. 11. 

VeiasQiiez. Andrew In 

Regional 

Admimsiraior 

9/23/2010 

9/24/2010 

$134 00 

Special Mission 

Dayton, oh 

Velasquez, Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/23/2010 

9/24/2010 

$519 36 

Special Mission 

Oaylon. oh 

Velasquez, Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

9^8/20J0 

9/30/2010 

$280 75 

Speech Presentation 

Washington DC 

Velasquez. .Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

9/28/2010 

9/30.2010 

$222 12 

Speech Presentation 

Washington IX’ 

Velasquez. Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/4^010 

10/5.2010 

$410 80 

Speech fVesentation 

Acme. .Ml 

Velasquez. Andrew- in 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/4/20 JO 

10/52010 

$75 72 

Speech Presentation 

Acme, Mi 

Vela.squez, .Andrew in 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/6/2010 

10/62010 

$35 63 

Meeting attendance 

Washington DC' 

Velasquez. Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/12^010 

10,'122010 

$35 63 



Velasquez, Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

iatl3/20I0 

I(V13/20I0 

$55 33 

Meeting attendance 

Washington DC 

Velasquez, Andrew In 

Regional 

Adminustrator 

10/17/2010 

10222010 

$458 33 

tronferenee attendance 

Little Rock, AR 

Velasquez. .Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

ia'l7,/2010 

10222010 

$1,098 12 

Conference attendance 

l.ittie Rock. AR 

Velasquez. Andrew hi 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/26/2010 

10282010 

$285 50 

MET SEMINARS 

INDIANAPOLIS. IN 

Velasquez. Andrew- In 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/26/2010 

10282010 

$223 66 

MET -SEMINARS 

{NDlANAf*OLlS. IN 

Velasquez. Andrew in 

Regional 

Administrator 

10/31/2010 

1 1/12010 

5168 30 

(.'onfcrence attendance 

lake geneva, wi 

Velasquez, Andrew In 

Regional 

Administrator 

1W31/20IO 

11/1/2010 

$123 57 

Conference attendance 

lake geneva, wi 

Zimrnennan. Elizabeth A 

Dcpul\ Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv- 

1/12/2010 

I/13/20I0 

SI26 25 

Meeting attendance 

Washinetiw IX’ 

Zimmerman. Fiizabeth A 

Deputy Asswiatc 
Administrator, 
Response and 
Recoverv 

1/12/2010 

1/132010 

$701 05 

Meeting attendance 

Washington DC? 

Zimmerman, Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

i/13/2010 

i/132010 

$13 00 

Meeting attendance 

Washington DC 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

I>:puiy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

1/22/2010 

1222010 

$11 00 

Meeting attendance 

W-ashmaton DC.' 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

1/25/2010 

1252010 

$13 00 

Meeting attendance 

W'ashington !X' 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy .Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

1/31/2010 

2/22010 

$209 50 

Meeting attendance 

Phoenix. AZ 

Zimmerman, Elizabeth A 

I.^puly Associate 
.Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

i/^i.aoio 

2,22010 

$616 56 

Meeting attendance 

Atlanta. (j.A 

Zimtnennan. Elizabeth A 

Deputy A.ssociate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

2/25/2010 

2252010 

$13 00 

Meeting attendance 

Washington 1X7 i 
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Zimmerman, Elizabcih A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recover.' 

3/5/2010 

3/7/2010 

S80 00 

Meetina attend^iec 

WashmgUm DC' 

Zimmemian. Eii7,abcth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

3/8/2010 

3/10/2010 

$73 00 

Mcetins attendance 

Washington IX' 

Zimmerman. EltyabeSh A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovers- 

3/16/2010 

3/22/2010 

$33 00 

Vleetmit attendance 

Washington DC 

Zimmerman, Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator, 
Response and 
Recovers- 

3/23/2010 

3/25/2010 

$21 00 

-Meetina attendance 

Washington DC 

Zimmerman, Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
■Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovers 

.3/29y2010 

3/29/2010 

$18 00 

Meetina attendance 

Washington IX' 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovers- 

.3/.30^010 

4/1^010 

$183 00 

Conference attendmice 

Orlando. FI. 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Rcspon.se and 
Recovers 

.l/30i20l0 

4/1/2010 

$555 04 

Conference attendance 

Orlando, FI. 

Zimmerman, Elizabeth A 

Deputy- Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovers 

4/11/2010 

4/13/2010 

$207 50 

C.’onferencc attendance 

Ncyv Orleans. 1. A 

Ztmmemran. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery- 

4/1 1/2010 

4/13/2010 

$900 48 

Conference attendance 

New Orleans. LA 

Zimmerman. Ehzabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator, 
Response and 
Recovery 

4/14/2010 

4/14/2010 

$10 00 

Meetina attendance 

Washington DC 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Rccoverv 

4/1.5/2010 

4/lft'20l0 

SI92 00 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
( fund 06) 

American Samoa 

Zimmerman. Ehzabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

4/15/2010 

4/18/2010 

S4I700 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

American Samoa 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

I.)epiity Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Rccoverv 

4/15/2010 

4/17/2010 

$4,567 08 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
ifund 06) 

American Samoa 

Zimmerman. Ehzabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

4/15/2010 

4/16/2010 

$33 00 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

American Samoa 

Zimmerman, Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

4/15/2010 

4/16/2010 

$69 50 

JFO • Disaster site visit 
(tiind 06) 

American Samoa 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
.Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

4/18/2010 

4/25/2010 

NM'.t 00 

Meeting attendance 

Honolulu. HI 

Zimmerman. Ehzabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

4/18/2010 

4/25/2010 

$1.14999 

Mectine .itiendanec 

Honolulu. HI 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

[)eputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response aid 
Rccoverv 

4/18/2010 

4/24/2010 

$37 00 

Meeting attendance 

Honolulu. Hi 

Zimmerman, Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

1/18/2010 

4/24/2010 

$399 88 

.Meeting attendance 

Honolulu. HI 



867 


Zimmerman, F-lizabeth A 

Deputy A.ssociaie 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

4/25/2010 

5/1^010 

$208 65 

Conference attendance 

Salt Lake City, LT 

Zimmerman. Elizabelh A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recover\- 

4/25/2010 

5/1/2010 

$909 56 

Ctmference attendance 

Salt Lake Citv. 1.71' 

Zimmerman, Elhzabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Respon.sc and 
Recovery 

5/17/2010 

5/18^010 

$91 50 

Conlerence attendance 

Blucmont. VA 

Zimmermmi, Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
•Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovers' 

5/17/2010 

5/18/2010 

$74 90 

Conference attendance 

Blucmont. VA 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

6/9/2010 

6/1(^2010 

SMI 00 

JEO - Disaster site vi.si( 
(fund 06) 

Nashville. TN 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

6/9/2010 

^na^Oio 

$17248 

JEO - Disa.ster site visit 
(fund 06) 

Nashville. TN 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoven. 

6/9/20 H) 

6/9/2010 

$722 60 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

Nashville. TN 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

6/14/2010 

6/17/2010 

$184 25 

rrainine 

Boston. MA 

Zimmerman, Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

6/14/2010 

6/17/2010 

$1.154 82 

Tramina 

Boston. MA 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

6/'l6/20l0 

6/18/2010 

$106 40 

Reg 1 Sue Visit 

Providence, Rl 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator, 
Response and 
Recoverv 

6/16/2010 

6/18/2010 

$}58‘W 

Reg 1 Site Visit 

Providence. Rl 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

6/20/2010 

6/21/2010 

$0 00 

JFO -Disaster site vrsit 
(fund 06) 

New Orleans. [-A 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

6/2a'20lO 

6/20/2010 

$186 00 

Meeting attendance 

New Orleans. LA 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

6/20/2010 

6/20/2010 

$512 52 

Meeting attendance 

New Orleans. LA 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

I5cputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

6/21/2010 

6/21,2010 

$391 76 

fix') - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

Atlanta. GA 

Zimmerman, Elizabeth .A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

6/22/2010 

6.23/2010 

SI 14 00 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

Gulfport. MS 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

6/22/2010 

6232010 

S346 7I 

JFO - Disaster site visit 
(fund 06) 

Guifport. MS 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

l!)eputy Associate 
Administrator, 
Response md 
Recoverv 

7/20/2010 

721.2010 

$69 (X) 

FI-MA Senior 

Leadership Meeting 

Winchester. VA 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Admini.slrator. 
Response and 
Recoverv 

7/20/2010 

7212010 

$85 62 

FEMA .Senior 
l.cadership Meeting 

Winchester. V.A 
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Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Dcput> Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovers 

7/2g/20l0 

7/30/2010 

$339 50 

Conference attendance 

Chicago. IL 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy As.sociate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

7/28/2010 

7/30/2010 

$726 (» 

Conference attendance 

Chicago, IL 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

8/3/2010 

8/5/2010 

S225 00 

National Advisory 

Speech 

Boston. MA 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovcr» 

8/3/2010 

8/5/2010 

$543 36 

National Advisory 

Speech 

Boston. MA 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoven,’ 

8/8/2010 

8/8/2010 

$42 00 

National Advisory- 
Speech 

Chicago. !i- 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy .Associate 
Administrator, 
Response and 
Recoven- 

8/8/2010 

8/8/2010 

$340 42 

Natiimai /Xdvisory 

Speech 

Chicago. 11. 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

tJcputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response ^d 
Recovery 

Ift-Ib/ZOlO 

10/21/2010 

$381 00 

NemaConference 

l.mic Rock. AR 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoven' 

10/16/2010 

10/21/2010 

$1,588 52 

Nema Conference 

Little Rock. AR 

Zimmerman. Elizabeth A 

rX’puty .Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recoven' 

I0/.30/20I0 

11/1^010 

$220 00 

Emergency Maii.iecfs 
Conference 

San Antonio. TX 

Zimmerman, Elizabeth A 

Deputy Associate 
Administrator. 
Response and 
Recovery 

10/30/2010 

n/l/2010 

$923 04 

Emergency Managers 
Conference 

San Antonio. TX 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE David Price 

Administrator Craig Fugate, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 Budget Request “ FEMA 
April 6, 2011 


Disaster Relief 

Question: Last month. Secretary Napolitano testified before this Subcommittee that she was working with the 
Administration to submit a Disaster Relief supplemental for the remainder of fiscal year 2011. We have not 
received such a proposal yet. And. FEMA continues to adjust the amount of funding it needs for the remainder 
of 2011. Last fall, the monthly disaster relief report showed that FTMA could dose out fiscal year 20 1 1 with 
only a small gap, of about $49 million. In January, this gap rose to $2 billion. Since then, FEMA has revised 
the estimate downwards to $1,565 billion in February, $1,424 billion in March, and now $1,196 billion as of 
April 1st. Administrator Fugate, why is it so difficult to estimate what your annual Disaster Relief funding 
needs are? 

ANSWER: 

While FEMA is able to determine reasonably the projected total costs of disasters that have already occurred, 
there is a significant degree of variability on the timing of obligations for specific projects over the life of open 
disasters. Projected spending for the Disaster Relief Fund (DRF) reflects spending for disasters that have 
already occurred as well as spending tor disasters that have yet to take place, which is difficult to forecast. 

Since there is little-to-no science to predict how often catastrophic events will occur or how much they will 
cost, FEMA determines its funding needs based on a 5-year average of noncatastrophic obligations. Each 
month FEMA undertakes a comprehensive review of its obligations year-to-date and adjusts its funding 
requirements based on the actual execution and updates from the field staff on anticipated obligations going 
forward. This review is intended to look at the causes of underperforming and the effect it has on the DRF 
balance going forward for the rest of the year. 

The year-end DRF balance projections will change every month, primarily because following the end of every 
month FEMA updates its projections per the DRF Monthly Report actual spending and recoveries for the most 
recent period. Variances generally occur due to fewer new declarations being declared than projected for the 
time period or projects not being ready for obligation as originally planned. Fewer declarations and changes in 
the timelines for completing projects affect the anticipated demand on the fund for the remainder of the year. 


Question: When do you believe we will receive a supplemental request, if at all, for the remainder for 2011? 

[f none is submitted, when do you run out of money and what are your plans to live within your current means? 
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ANSWER: 

Based on our current estimates, taking into account the FY 201 1 enacted amount for the DRF, we anticipate that 
the DRF is funded adequately for FY 2011. 

Question: The Administration's FY 2012 budget requests $1.8 billion for Disaster Relief, a funding level that 
is likely to last only halfway through the fiscal year. In addition. FEMA has at least $6 billion in known 
catastrophic costs that it must reimburse localities for, which are not factored into this budget request, and about 
a half of these costs are expected to come due in 2012. As I said to the Secretary last month. If we know the 
costs for ongoing recovery activities associated with large disasters, then it makes sense to budget accordingly, 
rather than assume that Congress can follow behind with an emergency supplemental appropriations bill. 

How is this a responsible request for 201 2? Why does the Department continue to not factor into its estimates 
the known costs associated with past disasters? 

ANSWER: 

The Administration is committed to working with Congress to ensure full funding for the DRF. The 
Administration considers it most appropriate to budget armually tor an average year of noncatastrophic disasters 
and to seek supplemental appropriations for unpredictable catastrophic disasters. 


Improper Payments 

Question: FEMA has identified approximately 160.000 applicants that received improper disaster assistance 
payments totaling approximately $643 million through the Individuals and Households Program commencing 
with Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. Since .lune 2007, FEMA has not attempted to recoup these improper 
payments or those from any subsequent disaster, 'i'hese payments remain uncollected more than 5 and ‘/a years 
after the disasters in part because the agency was deadlocked on how to recoup these funds after a 2007 class 
action lawsuit that questioned FEMA's system for collecting the money. The court order FEMA to stop 
collections until its system was revamped, which took until 201 1. Just this March, FEMA began sending out 
letters to individuals that received improper disaster payments to begin recouping thc.se costs. Given the 
volume and significance of these improper disaster assistance payments and the Administration's current elTort 
to cut the billions of dollars wasted each year in improper payments FEMA should take prompt action to 
address this matter. Administrator Fugate, has FEMA begun receiving any recoveries yet in response to the 
improper disaster payment letters you sent in mid-March? 1 imagine many people were shocked to receive this 
type of letter requesting repayment of funding they received half a decade ago. What type of response are you 
anticipating? 

ANSWER: 

On March 16, 2011, FEMA restarted its debt collection process and has sent 5,560 Notice of Debt fetters to 
individuals in 38 states as well as in Puerto Rico and American Samoa. As of April 1 9. 20 1 1 , 363 individuals 
have elected to appeal their debt under the Agency's revamped procedures outlined below. 

FEMA is mindful of the difficulties that the recoupment process might pose for individuals who may have 
received improper payments or overpayments. Simply put, if someone cannot pay the full amount, FEMA will 
work with him or her to set up a repayment plan. However, the onus is on the individual to call FEMA's toll- 
free recoupment helpline and provide some basic personal information, including his or her FEMA application 
number or social security number. A member of our team will then mail a Request for Information (RFI) 
packet to the individual, and ask that it be completed and returned within 30 days for evaluation. As of April 
19, 201 !. 1,642 individuals have requested an RFI packet. 
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Federal regulations also provides that an individual may request a compromise of the debt based on inability to 
pay (if the debtor is unable to pay the full amount in reasonable time, as verified through credit reports or other 
financial information). 

Finally, an individual has the right to file an appeal within 60 days of receiving the Notice of Debt letter. These 
revamped appeal procedures are at the heart of FEMA’s efforts to provide disaster assistance applicants with a 
process that is fair and easy to understand. 

To file an appeal, individuals must provide FEMA with both a letter indicating why they do not believe they 
owe the debt, and copies of any documents or statements that help to support their appeal. 

Most important, under the new recoupment proceedings, applicants wishing to appeal a recoupment decision 
may request an oral hearing. Such requests will be granted when an appeal cannot be resolved by reviewing 
documentary evidence alone. The oral hearing may be conducted by telephone, or under certain circumstances, 
in person at a FEMA office. Oral hearings are conducted and decisions are rendered by an oral hearing officer 
with FEMA’s Alternative Dispute Resolution Division. 

Regulations require FEMA to decide appeals and issue final decisions in writing within 90 days after receipt of 
the original appeals letter. However, if an applicant is provided an oral hearing as part of his or her appeal 
process, the timelines associated will vary due to the logistics of coordinating the hearing. 

FEMA is committed to working with all individuals identified for recoupment to ensure that they have a 
complete understanding of the determination made and the various options available to them to resolve their 
debt. 

Question: When the next major catastrophic event occurs and you are being pushed to get dollars out to the 
victims quickly, how will you be able to keep internal controls in place to prevent improper payments while 
providing prompt funds to those adversely affected by the disaster? 

ANSWER: 

Due to the unpredictable and exigent nature of emergency management, our success as an agency requires that 
we provide fast and effective service to individuals and families in need. 

To that end, FEMA has worked diligently to put protections in place to safeguard against waste, fraud, and 
abuse in disaster situations. These efforts have significantly reduced the percentage of improper payments, 
while ensuring that eligible individuals and families are able to receive needed assistance as quickly as possible. 

FEMA has lessened the amount of improper payments by making changes to the disaster application processing 
at our National Processing Service Centers (NPSCs) through several actions: 

• FEMA now uses a commercial data service provider to instantly verify the identity of an individual 
applying for federal disaster assistance by cross-checking name, address, social security number, and 
date of birth. 

• Applicants are sent a hard copy of their applications so they have an opportunity to review their files and 
address any errors. 

• Possible “high-risk” addresses such as check cashing stores, mail drops, cemeteries, and jails are 
blocked from receiving automated payments. 

• If an applicant does not pass the identity verification, he or she will receive an ineligible decision 
notification explaining the situation and what documentation he or she should provide in order to 
overturn the decision. 
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• Duplicative rental assistance payments for overlapping months and payments over the Individual and 
Household Program (IHP) maximum are blocked. 

• Duplicative applications submitted throi^ the Internet registration process are also blocked to prevent 
duplicate payments to the same applicant. 

• National Emergency Management Information System (NEMIS) business rules have been improved to 
flag payments to applicants at the same address for manual review, to eliminate duplicate payments; and 

• A NEMIS direct assistance module is in place to track individuals provided with mobile homes or travel 
trailers, and block the provision of financial rental assistance to applicants already in federally supplied 
disaster housing. 

FEMA has also been engaged in several other fraud and error prevention efforts, including: 

• FEMA established the IHP Assistance Group in 2008 to provide clear, consistent, and timely guidance 
regarding IHP policies and case processing procedures to reduce case processing errors and improve 
operational efficiency and overall delivery of service. 

• The NPSCs updated their IHP credentialing training curriculum to include changes in IHP policy and 
case processing procedures. In 2009, all NPSC staff involved in manual case processing received re- 
credentialing training. 

• FEMA's Quality Control group expanded to include reviews of special projects and new case processing 
procedures. This initiative has enabled the NPSCs to rapidly identify problems with projects and new 
processing guidelines, and to take remedial actions as necessary. 

• The NPSCs established specialized teams of employees dedicated to the processing of some of the more 
complex cases, such as Appeals and Recoupments. 

• The NPSCs established an Audit Group responsible for performing internal audits and analysis on the 
etTicicncy and effectiveness of the manner in which IHP is administered by the NPSC enterprise. 

Recent reports and statistics indicate that our efforts to minimize improper disaster assistance payments have 
been successful. A September 2009 Office of Inspector General report stated that “FEMA has increased the 
number and scope of protective measures taken to ensure that registrations based on duplicate and invalid 
information do not become eligible for assistance payments.** The report also noted “substantial improvements 
in internal controls, resulting in far fewer instances of payments being made to registrations with duplicate and 
invalid key data.*’ 


Question: What actions has FEMA taken to reduce improper payments and recoup funds (where appropriate) 
in other FEMA programs, such as the National Flood Insurance Program or I lomcland Security Grant Program? 

ANSWER: 

FEMA has taken the following actions to reduce improper payments found in its testing: 

• Vendor Payments 

FEMA's Office of the Chief Procurement Officer (OCPO) is in the process of revising the acquisitions 
manual to include a chapter on roles and responsibilities for contract payments. The revisions will also 
include a chapter on required contract language for invoicing. The OCPO is also revising the Contract 
Officer Technical Representative (COTR) manual to include a chapter on how to review invoices for 
approval. The Office of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO) is in the process of revising its “Standard 
Operating Procedures for Payments” chapter on invoice reviews in each step of the payment cycle. 


The OCPO is developing a process to ensure that a copy of the appointment letter or invoice delegation 
is created, distributed to the contract file, the FEMA Finance Center (FFC) when COTRs are reassigned 
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to contracts. OCFO and OCPO are instituting mandatory refresher training for contracting officers, 
COTRs, and accounting technicians regarding their resj^ctive roles and responsibilities regarding 
invoicing throughout the contract life-cycle. Lastly, the OCFO is developing a process within its 
Integrated Financial Management Information System for flagging invoices for goods and services that 
are awaiting COTR approval or have insufficient funds avmlabie. 

To date, FEMA preliminary F Y 201 1 results show a decrease in the Improper Payment error rate from 
the previous year. 

• individual and Housing payments 

The Individual Assistance (lA) staff is updating its caseworker guidance for high-risk payments, 
focusing on new guidance and insurance coverage policies and processing procedures, use of Fair 
Market Rent, guidance on overlapping assistance risks, and guidance on second review risk issues. The 
lA staff is updating the NEMIS to include an “info-view” platform to ensure accurate processing of 
awards generated by multiple inspections and a help text including tips and relevant disaster specific 
guidance. This year’s Improper Payment testing shows that these improvement are reducing the error 
rates; currently we are showing a less-than- 1 -percent error rate for the FY 201 1 testing cycle. 

• Assistance to Firefighters Grant Program (AFG) 

Grants Program Directorate (GPD) staff is taking steps to develop and distribute to grantees a document 
detailing the types of supporting documentation grantees should retain at each phase of the grant 
lifecycle. GPD staff also will provide additional training on policies regarding vehicle acquisition- 
related payment requests. GPD staff will offer examples of supporting documentation (e.g., legible 
invoices, purchase orders) on the AFG Program website to establish standards for the type of 
documentation used to justify a payment. 

GPD staff is enhancing the existing AFG Grant Management Tutorial by adding a section that provides 
applicants with clear descriptions of the difference between key supporting documentation that must be 
retained. GPD staff is also including language in semiannual outreach correspondence sent to grantees 
reminding them to monitor disbursement progress as it relates to the respective grant's period of 
performance, and request that all purchases be made prior to the 90-day deadline. Finally, GPD will 
perform semiannual outreach to grantees to request an update/verification of existing grantee contact 
information within the AFG Program grant system to aid with efficiency. 

• Emergency Food and Shelter Program (EFS) 

The EFS National Board, through its Secretariat and Fiscal Agent. United Way Worldwide, is 
developing reforms and improvements to the EFS as part of the Mission Action Plan that resulted from 
the 2010 Improper Payments Information Act (IPIA) assessment that was managed by FEMA. To this 
end, the National Board will create and distribute quick reference guides and checklists to Local 
Recipient Organizations (LROs) detailing the types of supporting documentation that should be retained 
for all spending categories. The National Board is working to develop and administer additional training 
opportunities such as online training courses, webinars, etc,, to be taken by Local Boards and LROs 
selected to receive funding. The National Board is coordinating with Local Boards to conduct regular 
outreach to LROs throughout the spending period and to send reminders at designated intervals (30 
calendar days and 10 calendar days prior to the end of the spending period) to ensure timely expenditure 
of funds. The National Board is standardizing rent/mortgage submission forms by leveraging existing 
LRO rent/mortgage assistance letters. 
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The National Board is also in the process of developing and incorporating detailed procedures into the 
Final Report guidance and EP'S Responsibilities and Requirements Manual. These require LROs to 
perform a self-validation of each EFS-funded transaction and/or initiation dates on all supporting 
documentation prior to submission to the Local Board to ensure that all expenditures are within the 
specified period of performance of the appropriate spending phase. Amendments are in the process of 
being made to the existing "Metered Utility Verification Form" to include additional fields (i.c.. Name 
of Utility Company, Name/Title of Representative, Date of Contact) to more accurately document the 
utility payment verification process. Lastly, the National Board will implement a process to direct the 
use of EFS Staff Discretion that includes detailed procedures on properly documenting how discretion 
was applied and a formal review, approval, and sign-off processes. 

• State Homeland Security Grant Program (SHSGP) 

GPD staff will enforce remedies for noncompliance of grantees in regard to rules and regulations 
imposed on them. GDP staff will develop more flexible training programs, including formal classroom 
and electronic training, and training for HSGP stakeholders to include compliance with financial 
management practices, responding to documentation requests, and document retention. Finally, GPD 
staff will implement construction cost training to improve awareness and accountability, will conduct 
applicant training for stakeholders on the HSGP application materials, and specifically, will provide 
Investment Justification (IJ) development workshops. 

• Transit Security Grant Program (TSGP) 

GPD staff is developing additional off-cycle training for stakeholders on specific topics, such as clearing 
special conditions and meeting other requirements before drawing down TSGP grant funds. GPD will 
widen applicant training for stakeholders on the required TSGP application materials, and specifically, 
will offer IJ development workshops. GPD staff is working to extend training for stakeholders on a 
documentation retention protocol to facilitate more effective expenditure documentation procedures. 
Finally, GPD staff will develop other expenditure documentation TSGP-related training sessions to 
provide to stakeholders at conferences and other industry gatherings. 

• National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 

NFIP staff is working to perform educational workshops at the annual National Flood Conference and 
other industry national and regional conferences (dependent upon budget considerations) regarding best 
practices to address issues identified through Nl’ IP IPl A Assessment. NFIP staff is also developing a 
Claims Operation Review Data Capture Tool to be utilized by NFIP management that records findings 
and tracks progress on errors. 

• Public Assistance Program (PA) 

PA staff is working to improve grantee retention and access to payment verification documentation. PA 
staff is working to improve FEMA's monitoring of grantee distribution of funds to subgrantees to 
increase accountability for the timely second-level disbursement of funds. PA staff will require both an 
invoice date and work completion dale for all invoicing, which will clarify work completion dates and 
simplify quality control reviews. PA staff will implement lip sheets and checklists for costs 
documentation reviews to improve consistency of timeline reviews. 

PA staff is working to implement grantee payment guidance to facilitate more structured payment 
processes, documentation organization, and retention guidance and offer associated record-keeping 
training. Lastly, the PA staff is developing tip sheets and checklists for costs documentation reviews to 
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improve consistency of scope reviews. With the increase focus on improper payments, FEMA saw a 
decrease in the FY 2010 error rate for this area and expect to see the same trend in FY 2011. 

FEMA has coordinated with the program offices in an effort to recoup funds found in improper payments 
testing in the following ways; 

• National Flood Insurance Program 

The NFIP claims examiners have collected or offset ail improper payments from the Write Your Own 
(WYO) insurance companies by either offsetting their existing payments the amount of the improper 
payment or requesting that the WYO send FEMA a check for the amount. 

• Public Assistance Program 

The PA has developed a task force to revise its collection procedures to include a section on collections 
from audit finding and internal reviews. The section will outline the initial steps in the collections 
procedures from the program office and outline procedures on when and how to turn the debt over to 
FEMA's Debt Collection Branch to begin collections under the Debt Collection Act. 

• Vendor Payments 

The staff at FFC either offsets future payments or submits the debt to the Debt Collection Branch for 
Collections. 

• Emergency Food and Shelter Program 

The United Way will withhold grant monies that grantees request for the amount of the improper 
payments. If the grantee docs not request new funding, then the United Way will submit the debt to the 
FFC for collections under the Debt Collection Act. 

• Grants Program Directorate 

The GPD currently has the AFG. SHSGP. and TSGP under its authority. GPD is in the process of 
reviewing documents submitted by grantees to support payments that were deemed improper during the 
FY 2010 IPIA cycle. After the evaluation is complete, those grantees with payments that are found to be 
improper will be billed or future funds will be offset. 


Firefighter Assistance Grants 

Question: The 2012 budget requests $670 million for Firefighter Assistance Grants. The budget does not ask 
to continue statutory waivers originally provided in the 2009 supplemental and the Recovery Act to retain 
firefighters so that we can avoid layoffs in the first place as well as waive a number of cost sharing and other 
local matching provisions. While we have seen some economic recovery, we are not out of the woods yet - 
especially not when it comes to local public safety budgets. 

Your own testimony states that ‘The FY 2012 request includes $670 million for Firefighter Assistance Grant 
programs. Included in this amount are $420 million for SAFER Grants to rehire laid off firefighters and retain 
veteran first responders - totaling 2,300 firefighter positions” Yet, you need a waiver to use SAFER funds to 
retain firefighters, which is not included in the 2012 request. Why didn’t you request a continuation of these 
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waivers? How can you lout retention in your testimony without ^king for waivers to be extended? In your 
opinion, have the waivers been successful in stemming the tide of potential firefighter layoffs? 

ANSWER: 

The inclusion of “retain" was an artifact of prior years, where DHS received statutory authority to waive certain 
requirements. The Firefighter Assistance Grant programs are appropriated 2-year funding, and awards typically 
are not made until the beginning of the following fiscal year. Thus, 2012 appropriations likely will not be 
obligated until early 2013. Knowing this, it is premature to waive what are, under normal circumstances, good 
government statutory requirements when we cannot predict what the economic conditions will be in a year-and- 
a-half. If the economy does not recover as expected, we are committed to working with Congress as it 
examines the merits of waiving certain statutory requirements. 

In the 2 years that the waivers have been in effect, the AFG Program has provided funding to fire departments 
to hire/rehire firefighters in the following categories: 


Rehire Laid-Off 
Firefighters 

Retention of Firefightci^ 

Filling positions vacated 
due to attrition 

Hiring of New 
Firefighters 

818 

300 

934 
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As awards for FY 2010 are still being made, we expect the above numbers to continue to increase in all 
categories. 


State and Local Grants 


Question; DHS has requested approximately $3.8 billion in funding for Stale and local preparedness grant 
programs in fiscal year 2012. However, GAO, the DHS IG. and othere have identified challenges associated 
with DHS’s grant management efforts. In particular, the DHS IG reported that FEMA can improve the efficacy 
of the grant application and review process by taking steps to mitigate duplication or redundancy within the 
agency’s various preparedness grant programs. The IG reported that FEMA‘s grant application process risks 
being ineffective because the agency does not compare and coordinate grant applications across programs to 
identify and mitigate potential duplications. As GAO has reported, FEMA doe.s not have a methodology for 
assessing the extent to which the use of its grants has enhanced disaster preparedness, particularly for 
cata.slrophic disasters. What actions has DHS taken to strengthen its grants management? Specifically, what 
actions has FEMA taken to compare and coordinate grant application across programs? 

ANSWER: 

In the past two budgets, the Administration has proposed consolidating grant programs where activities are 
allowable under multiple grants. Specifically, the FY 201 1 and FY 2012 budgets proposed the consolidation of 
a number of individual grant programs (including grants for Driver's License Security Grant Program 
(DLSGPyReal ID, Interoperable Emergency Communications, Emergency Operations Centers (EOC), Over- 
the-Road Bus Security, Rural Domestic Preparedness and Counterterrorism Center) and made them part of the 
larger/broader grant programs such as UASI and SHSGP. This consolidation will reduce the number of 
separate grant programs, thereby reducing the number of applications a state will need to submit. The 
Administration believes consolidation of grant programs will not only reduce the burden on States, but will also 
streamline the Federal funding process and allow states to more appropriately target their Federal preparedness 
resources. 

In the area of systems development, GPD’s Non-Disaster Grants system is a complete functionality that 
supports application submission through award package creation. GPD has conducted targeted communication 
and outreach activities to key stakeholder groups. In conjunction with the Office of Chief Information Officer, 
GPD researched other grants management systems and documented lessons learned. Stakeholders' feedback 




879 


was gathered via one-on-one interviews and focus groups to facilitate the design of a system that would be 
flexible, user-friendly, and have functionalities needed to effectively manage stakeholders' grant programs. 

GPD is enhancing its oversight infrastructure as well through increased regional management of grant awards. 
FEMA regions are currently responsible for all programmatic and business management functions for the 
Emergency Management Performance Grants, DLSGP, EOC, and Regional Catastrophic Preparedness Grant 
Program (RCPGP) grants from award to closeout. The regionalization of these grants has improved the 
grantee's ability to quickly implement projects related to these awards, as these grantees have long established 
relationships with the FEMA regions from their work in Mitigation and Disaster Response and Recovery. The 
regions have also been responsive to the grantee's immediate needs in regards to programmatic and budget 
approvals, grant extensions, the completion of Grant Adjustment Notices and Environmental and Historic 
Preservation reviews. 


Question; Without evaluating grant applications across grant programs. FEMA cannot ascertain whether 
multiple funding requests are being submitted for similar purposes. What is the department doing to streamline 
its grant management process to eliminate redundancies that cost the government money, lime and effort? 

ANSWER: 

In fall 2010, the Grants Monitoring Improvement Initiative began to transition monitoring data to a web-based 
environment that allows for greater ease of use, more sophisticated analytics, and greater data coordination with 
other reporting efforts. When fully implemented, this approach will enable a nimble, cost-effective, and well- 
integrated grants information management .strategy that will facilitate proper grants management practices, 
verify that grant funds are administered in accordance with the guidance issued to grantees, mitigate improper 
use of grant funds, and provide valuable information to GPD as it seeks to maximize the value and effectiveness 
of its preparedness grants portfolio. 


Question: When and how does FEMA plan to develop a methodology for assessing disaster capabilities, as 
required by the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act? Until this i.s accomplished, on what basis 
does FEMA determine priorities for its grant guidance? 

ANSWER: 

Over the past decade, many components of an assessment framework — hazard documentation, risk 
methodology, security strategy, target capabilities, investment justification, etc. — have been developed. The 
crucial step now becomes pulling all of these disparate pieces into an integrated system that is able to produce a 
cohesive picture of preparedness. The NPS is based upon an understanding of the threats and hazards that could 
potentially impact each specific jurisdiction, fhis information is formally documented and prioritized through a 
Threat and Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment. By employing risk management to balance likelihood 
and consequence with realistic operational constraints, these hazards subsequently can be translated into 
capability targets and resource needs. Once the requirements have been identified, assessments of current 
capability levels can be conducted through operational activities, inventory reviews, exercises, and real world 
demonstration. 

FEMA’s GPD works with various other components within DHS in the development, implementation, and 
management of the agency's preparedness ^nts. Federal interagency coordination is essential for establishing 
an effective and coordinated response between all levels of government. The collaboration of multiple agencies 
within the Department ensures that technical and subject matter expertise with be effectively incorporated into 
grant guidance and policies. Partners work in conjunction with GPD staff to provide effective communication 
to our stakeholders and grant program communities. Using the discussion and recommendations from the 
various stakeholders, senior leadership within the Department looks across the spectrum of homeland security 
challenges and determines what priorities should be included in the guidance. 
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Given the limited amount of funding available not everything can be a priority. For example, in F Y 2011, the 
Department is placing an emphasis on “Whole Community.” The Whole Community strategic priority 
leverages all of the Nation's assets across the breadth and depth of our communities in preparing for, 
responding to, recovering from, and mitigating against all hazards. While grants constitute a critical 
contribution to achieving the Whole Community obj«:tives and improving specific capabilities. Whole 
Community solutions leverage the resources the entire community brings to the table, including from our 
Federal partners; state, local, and tribal leaders; the private sector; nongovernmental organizations; faith-based 
and community organizations; and, most important, the general public. 

Using the construct of the National Response Framework, 13 teams currently are focusing on core capabilities 
of catastrophic disaster response and recover)'. Each has been charged with developing innovative and atypical 
solutions about how we can apply the Whole Community approach in tangible ways to meet the challenges 
posed by a catastrophic event. FEMA tested ideas, concepts, and solutions that these teams proposed in 
National Level Exercise 2011, which took place in May and tested the ability to respond if a severe earthquake 
were to strike the New Madrid Zone of the U.S. 

In addition, the Whole Community concept will continue to be addressed through the use of targeted 
investments in several homeland security grant programs, including the EMPG, the SHSGP. the UASI. and the 
Tribal Homeland Security Program. In coordination with FEMA's multiple private and public sector 
stakeholders, FEMA will use their existing authorities to incorporate specific opportunities for grantees to 
develop community-oriented projects that would essentially mirror projects currently funded by any grants that 
would be subject to consolidation or elimination. FEMA will also modify its reporting requirements throughout 
the period of performance of these grants to ensure that whole of community concepts and objectives are 
reflected and being met in project design whenever possible. 


Grants Management and Oversight 

Question: The media regularly include reports on the wide variety of uses state and local stakeholders put 
federal homeland security grants dollars to use. For example, earlier this week, a news article described how a 
small city police department in California is spending a portion of its nearly $70,000 grant from DHS to 
purchase a remote controlled tactical robot. While this robot is likely to be helpful to the local police force, it is 
unclear in the current fiscal environment whether the department and federal government can continue to 
sustain multi-billion dollar grant programs to support state and local responders’ wish lists. What oversight 
actions have DHS and FEMA taken to ensure that grants are spent only to support national preparedness 
capabilities? 


ANSWER: 

Oversight to ensure strategic and thoughtful utilization of grant dollars begins at application. Proposed projects 
must support the State and/or Urban Area Strategies and the annual lnve.stment Justifications that provide the 
broad framework for State and regional preparedness goals and objectives. At the point of project 
implementation, grantees are required to select equipment from the Authorized Equipment List, which is a pre- 
vetted database of capability building items, in support of national preparedness efforts. 

Post-award, FEMA uses a combination of methods to monitor the use of DHS grant funds, including almost 
daily contact with grantees, yearly onsite programmatic and financial monitoring, quarterly and biannual 
reports, and the State Preparedness Report. While these reporting mechanisms do not measure preparedness at 
large, they provide a very useful tool by which the Department can understand how and where monies are 
provided through subgrants, and how expenditures measure against the target capability list and national 
priorities. 
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FEMA has developed monitoring protocols for the HSGP, TSGP, PSGP, EMPG, Over-the-Road Bus Security 
Grant Program, Freight Rail Security Grant Program, and Intercity Passenger Rail. These monitoring protocols 
provide a standardized template for program analysts as they monitor grantees. Additional monitoring 
protocols are being developed for the remaining preparedness grant programs to be used in the near future. 


Question: To what extent has FEMA’s efforts to transfer grant management responsibilities to its regional 
offices enhanced this oversight? How? 

ANSWER: 

Regionalization places oversight responsibility with those who know the grantees best, and who are in the best 
position to effectively manage the grants. The functions were chosen for regionalization because they require 
substantial and sustained involvement with the regional grantees. Placing specific functions in the regions 
allow for specialization in the administration of these functions and the leveraging of the regional resources that 
are geographically aligned with the grantees. Most important, this resulted in improved financial accountability 
and oversight over FEMA grant resources. 

The Headquarters-based Regional Coordination and Oversight Branch provides oversight of regions and Award 
Administration Branches by; participating in the provision of training lo regional staff designed to ensure all 
applicable laws, regulations, and policies are consistently applied; developing procedures for regional Grants 
Management Specialists to use in the review and approval process to ensure separation of duties at the region, 
and for reviewing and approving extensions in accordance with 44 CFR 207,9(d); requiring regions to report 
via a standardized template on the review and approval process to determine inconsistencies and prevent future 
issues; and collecting ad hoc information from regions to assess regional processes to determine best practices, 
develop standard methodologies, and ensure that funding is provided to States in a consistent, timely manner. 


Disaster Response and Recovery Efforts 

Question: The number of major disasters declared annually has steadily increased in recent years along with 
the associated federal costs for Slate and local response and recovery efforts. The capacity of local and state 
governments varies widely; while some have the ability to deal with disasters on their own and seem less 
inclined to ask for outside help, others seem to hit the intergovernmental panic button more quickly. Public 
assistance projects from Hurricanes Katrina and Rita are still being paid out more that 5 years after the disaster. 
What can DHS do to make its disaster response and recovery elTons more efficient? 


ANSWER: 

Actions have already been taken in a number of areas to improve the efficiency and etTectiveness of disaster 
response and recovery activities. For example, to better support our State, local, and tribal partners in disaster 
response, FEMA has created consolidated disaster response teams with some full-time staffing. For example, 
FEMA’s Incident Management Assistance Teams (IMAT) are staffed with full-time, dedicated personnel. The 
13 regional and three national IMATs, which have consolidated the responsibilities of the previously 
established Emergency Response Teams and Federal Incident Response Support Teams, can be rapidly 
deployed to arrive on scene within 1 2 hours of notification to complement the work of the Urban Search and 
Rescue and Mobile Emergency Response Support teams in support of State, local, and tribal disaster response 
efforts. 

As a result of technology upgrades, situational awareness capabilities at FEMA's different operations centers 
have been improved. An all-hazards, 24/7 situational awareness capability now exists at the National Watch 
Center in FEMA Headquarters and in all of FEMA’s Regional Watch Centers. In addition, alert, warning, and 
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notification technology capabilities have been upgraded at the FEMA Operations Center (FOC) at Mt. Weather, 
and the capability of the Emergency Notification System, managed by the FOC, has been tripled. With these 
increased capabilities, FEMA can alert, warn, notify, and deploy teams and resources within 12 hours, faster 
than was previously possible. 

FEMA's disaster response planning efforts are now more fiilly integrated vvith Slate, local, and tribal planning. 
With increased staffing levels, FEMA has been able to more fully integrate its catastrophic planning efforts with 
planning done at the regional and local levels. These plans, developed in partnership with Federal, State, local, 
and tribal agencies, improve FEMA's preparedness to respond to catastrophic earthquakes, hurricanes, dam 
failures, improvised nuclear device detonation, evacuation, sheltering of populations during catastrophic 
events. 

In the area of logistics, a more robust logistics organization with a professional full-time staff has been 
established. In addition, the Logistics Directorate has developed partnerships to enhance the national supply 
chain for domestic incident support, and completed a collaborative tool for use by States to facilitate a seif- 
assessment of current disaster logistics readiness. Today, FEMA is able to fulfill more than 97.5 percent of 
orders for lift-sustaining commodities, including meals, water, tarps. cots, and blankets, within the timeframe 
that has been requested. 

FEMA is also currently performing a “Bottom-Up Review” of the PA Program to identify changes to improve 
the effectiveness and efficiency of its program. FEMA is approaching this review as an opportunity to re- 
evaluate the PA Program in its entirety and will consider new concepts for the operation of the program, 
consistent with the Agency’s statutory authorities. A key part of the “Bottom-Up Review” is engagement with 
our various stakeholders. This engagement will ensure that all opportunities for improvements to the program 
are being considered from all interested parties. FEMA's goal is to formulate and implement changes to the 
program to provide grantees and subgrantees with the greatest flexibility possible in the use of PA funding, 
while ensuring program effectiveness and accountability tor taxpayer dollars and compliance with Federal 
statutes and requirements. 


Question: What is DHS doing to identify and promote self sufficiency at the state and local levels to reduce 
federal disaster relief costs? For example, to w hat extent do federal homeland security investments reduce these 
costs? How do we know? 


ANSWER; 

FEMA provides nearly $3 billion annually through the preparedness grant program, a suite of programs 
designed to enhance the disaster preparedness and response capabilities of state, tribal, and local governments 
and protect critical infrastructure under an all-hazards framework. The Preparedness Grant Programs support 
planning, organization development procurement of equipment training, and exercise activities through several 
different grant activities. For example, the SHSGP specifically supports planning, equipping, training, and 
exercising and the UASI Grant Program builds capabilities in high-threat high-density urban areas. The 
Citizen Corps Program engages citizens in personal preparedness; exercises, ongoing volunteer programs, and 
surge capacity response while the Metropolitan Medical Response System helps designated metropolitan areas 
sustain and enhance regional ail-hazards mass casualty preparedness and response capabilities. EMPG helps 
state and local governments sustain and enhance the effectiveness of their emergency management programs 
and the Interoperable Emergency Communications Grant Program helps states, territories, and local and tribal 
governments improve interoperable emergency communications. RCPGP support coordination of regional all- 
hazards planning for catastrophic events. 

FEMA also recognizes that it takes all sectors of a community to effectively prepare for. protect against, 
respond to. recover from, and mitigate against any disaster and that it is critical to leverage the volunteer, faith 
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and community-based organizations, the private sector, and the public, including survivors themselves, to 
ensure an effective response. We must work together to enable communities to develop collective, mutually 
supporting local capabilities to witlistand the potential initial impacts of these events, respond quickly, and 
recover in a way that sustains or improve the community’s overall well-being. This collective capacity 
requires embracing innovative approaches from the fall spectrum of community actors to expand the existing 
practices, capabilities, institutions, and organizations that manage the community to enable this social 
infrastructure to meet community needs when an incident occurs. 

FEMA’s Whole Community Planning Initiative is new endeavor that aims to foster a national approach to 
emergency management built upon a foundation of proactive engagement with neighborhood associations, 
businesses, schools, faith-based community groups, trade groups, fraternal organizations, and other civic- 
minded organizations that can mobilize their networks to build community resilience and support local needs in 
times of catastrophe. The Whole Community approach to emergency management encompasses three key 
concepts; 

• Understanding and meeting the true needs of the entire affected community 

• Engaging all aspects of the community (public, private, and civic) in both defining its needs and 
devising ways to meet them 

• Strengthening the assets, institutions, and social processes that work well in communities on a daily 
basis to improve resiliency and emergency management outcomes 

FEMA currently does not have a mechanism to track how the preparedness grants have reduced the burden on 
state and local communities. However, FEMA is working vvith the National Academy of Public Administration 
to develop meaningful performance metrics for the homeland security preparedness grants. That effort will 
produce effectiveness measures by December 2011. 

FEMA is also working on developing State Accomplishment Summaries (SAS). These summaries provide a 
“snapshot” of the states and document much of what they have accomplished with the preparedness grant 
funding. FEMA used information that it already routinely collects from states and territories as the starting 
point for the SAS. 

In addition, the National Preparedness and Assessment Division and the GPD have cooperated to closely 
coordinate the collection of state and territory' accomplishment stories through the FEMA Regions, and to 
integrate these documented accomplishments into every SAS. FEMA then worked closely with the stales and 
territories to develop and edit all of the SAS, validating the information and vetting the products. The SAS are 
currently under review within the Department and should be made available in the near future. 


Question: To what extent should DHS and FEMA play a significant role in communities' long term recovery 
efforts? 

ANSWER: 

Though each disaster-impacted community bears the primary responsibility for planning for, managing, and 
achieving its long term recovery goals, as the lead Federal agency for disaster management, FEMA plays a 
significant role in assisting communities with those efforts. As outlined in FEMA’s new 201 1-2014 Strategic 
Plan, the framework for large-scale and catastrophic planning, FEMA has begun an initiative focused on 
adopting a Whole Community approach to building the Nation’s capability to stabilize a catastrophic event in 
the first 72 hours, restoring basic services and community functionality within 60 days, and building the 
Nation's capability to support recovery from the long-term effects of the event within 5 years. This 
commitment pervades the entire disaster continuum: catastrophic planning; building pre-disaster capability of 
local, state, tribal, and federal partners; bolstering recovery capacities of multiple partners post-event; and 
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improving FEMA programs and technical assistance to better meet the needs of stakeholders. The Whole 
Community approach is where traditional partners from the Emergency Management community are brought 
together with community development organizations and other nontraditional partners, to foster holistic 
recovery that meets the needs of ail segments of society. 

FEMA is an integral partner in supporting state and local pre-disaster recovery capability. FEMA Regional 
Administrators are striving to assist their partner states to strengthen predisaster recovery plans and 
partnerships. We are developing a State and Local Comprehensive Preparedness Guide on Recoveiy- in 
collaboration with the end-users. 

FEMA also plays a leadership role in supporting community recovery efforts post-disaster for large-scale and 
catastrophic events. The FEMA Long-Term Community Recovery cadre of 35 community development 
professionals assists in the long-teim community recovery for these hard-hit jurisdictions in the post-disaster 
environment. We are developing a Recovery Support Function for Community Planning and Capacity Building 
to bolster the ability of jurisdictions to address complex challenges. FEMA also continues to lead Federal 
interagency coordination for long-term recovery, establishing partnerships, protocols, and procedures for 
enhancing Federal recovery assistance. FEMA is developing a memorandum of agreement (MOA) with 
multiple Federal departments and agencies to leverage their capabilities and relationships with states and 
localities to extend the reach of Federal support into the long tail of recovery for catastrophic events. FEMA 
has already signed an MOA with Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)'s Smart Growth Implementation 
Assistance Program to leverage EPA capabilities to work with communities to integrate key principles in major 
redevelopment after disasters. Efforts are also underway with NOAA's Sea Grant Program to leverage its local 
presence in coastal communities. We are formulating an MOA with Economic Development Act (EDA) to 
leverage EDA’s relationship with Regional Planning Councils and Economic Development Districts to enable 
them to play a more robust and consistent role in long-term community recovery. 

As FEMA is the key administrator of disaster recovery programs (PA and lA). they are aggressively reviewing 
and enhancing their programs to belter support long-term recovery. For example. FEMA PA is currently 
engaging stakeholders in a “Bottom-Up Review*’ aimed at redesigning this longstanding program for 
reimbursing public costs of emergency protective measures and infrastructure reconstruction to be more 
efficient and better meet the needs of beneficiaries. 


Flood Hazard Mapping and Risk Analysts 

Question: Your fiscal year 2012 budget reduces funding for Flood Hazard Mapping and Risk Analysis by over 
50 percent (-$1 17.3 million) from the 2010 level. These funds are used to modernize, maintain, and digitize 
flood maps as well as mitigate flood related risks. Statutorily, FEMA has to update its flood maps every five 
years, which means they review about 20 percent of the maps each year. I know that you know how critical 
good maps are to disaster preparedness and mitigation. Better data lets us know where the risks are with greater 
precision, and we can then make building decisions and disaster plans that allow us to avoid loss of property or 
even loss of life. Your budget justification highlights a study by the Multi-hazard Mitigation Council showing 
that each dollar spent on mitigation - which includes risk identification through mapping - saves society an 
average of four dollars. Have you conducted a cost-benefit analysis of the fiood hazard mapping and risk 
analysis program? 

ANSWER: 

FEMA has not conducted a complete cost-benefit analysis of the Flood 1 lazard Mapping and Risk Analysis 
Program. It is understood though that through the use of flood hazard maps, floodplain management does 
create significant annual savings of over SI billion to the Nation from flood damage. Investments in flood 
recovery have recently averaged more than $13 billion annually. This investment would be even higher without 
the usage of flood hazard maps for floodplain management and flood insurance. 
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Question: Can you estimate the opportunity cost of savings to the government, like those highlighted by the 
Multi-hazard Mitigation Council, resulting from a reduction in this account? 

ANSWER: 

FEMA has not conducted a study to estimate accurately the opportunity cost of savings from the reduced 
budget. More precise mapping will provide a better tool for floodplain management and rating for flood 
insurance. One could conclude that savings from those acthdties over time would exceed the investment cost 
for improved flood hazard mapping. 


U.S. Fire Administration 


Question: The U.S. Fire Administration is charged with reducing life and economic losses due to fire and 
related emergencies, through leadership, advocacy, coordination and support. Through its National Fire 
Academy, it has trained more than 1 .4 million students since 1975 in fire service leadership, EMS and hazmat 
response, emergency management, and other disciplines. The Administration's budget would recommend 
cutting the U.S Fire Administration to $42.54 million for FY 2011. This is a cut of $3 million from the FY 
2010 funding level and contradicts the request of $45.93 million for USFA in FY 2011. Why is the 
Administration recommending cuts to the USFA and how will these cuts affect its operations? 

ANSWER: 

The Administration is recommending the USFA reductions as part of the Department-wide reductions initiative 
during this era of fiscal constraint. FEMA had to make some hard decisions and program choices. The 
proposed USFA reductions were selected based on the operational criteria to implement only those reductions 
from which there was the least impact to the ongoing mission of USFA. 


New FEMA Cost Accounting Policy 

Question: It is my understanding that FEMA has a new cost accounting policy, which would require FEMA 
components to charge each other to access each other's resources, such as IT costs and access to each other’s 
facilities. What is the purpose of this policy, and could it increase barriers to cooperation within FEMA? 

ANSWER: 

There is no such cost accounting policy at FEMA. Facilities costs, in terms of rent expenditures, are distributed 
across appropriations in proportion to the number of FTE supported by those appropriations. This has nothing 
to do with FEMA components and their access to facilities. Similarly, certain costs for FEMA-wide IT systems 
are charged to the appropriations they support, but not to specific FEMA components. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Tom Latham 

Administrator Craig Fugate, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 Budget Request - FEMA 
April 6, 201 1 


Question: Mr. Fugate, as you look across your agency today, what do you see as your most pressing deficiency 
in the ability of FEMA to carry out its mission, how long has that deficiency been around, and what are you 
doing to remedy the problem? Please don’t tell me that you need more resources. 

ANSWER: 

The most pressing challenge facing DHS/FEMA in addressing the emergency management needs of the Nation 
is the fact that for too long, our Nation has embraced a government-centric view of emergency management and 
we have not worked closely enough with the individuals, families, organizations, and communities at the local 
level who are the true first responders in a disaster, whether natural or man-made in nature. In small- and 
medium-sized disasters, government can deliver services more efficiently and cost effectively by partnering 
with institutions, groups, and individuals already active in the impacted communities. In large-scale disasters, 
the needs of the survivors will outweigh the collective resources and capabilities that government at all levels 
can bring to bear. Government can no longer assume it can solve disaster management challenges on its own, 
and the success of the Nation’s response will depend in large measure on how effectively government at every 
level engages with and leverages the resources of other segments of society. We must also do a better job of 
providing services for the whole community, making sure the needs of every disaster survivor are addressed as 
part of a holistic approach to emergency management. 

In order to address this problem. FEMA empha.size.s a “Whole Community” approach to emergency 
management. FEMA recognizes that it takes all aspects of a community (volunteer, faith- and community- 
based organizations, the private sector, and the public, including survivors themselves) - not Just the 
government - to effectively prepare for, protect against, respond to, recover from, and mitigate against any 
disaster. It is critical that we work together to enable communities to develop collective, mutually supporting 
local capabilities to withstand the potential initial impacts of these events, respond quickly, and recover in a 
way that sustains or improves the community's overall well-being. How communities achieve this collective 
capacity calls for innovative approaches from across the full spectrum of community actors to expand and 
enhance existing practices, institutions, and organizations that help make local communities successful every 
day, under normal conditions, and leverage this social infrastructure to help meet community needs when an 
incident occurs. 

Building community resilience in this manner requires emergency managers to engage effectively with and 
holistically plan for the needs of the whole community, realign emergency management practices to support 
local needs, and work to strengthen the institutions, assets, and networks that work well in communities on a 
daily basis. We can do this by greatly expanding the traditional emergency management team to include the 
full fabric of the community, increasing the capacity of all team members, broadening participation in all 
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aspects of emergency management, and strengthening underlying economic, social, and environmental 
conditions. A Whole Community approach to emergency management encompasses three key concepts: 

• Understanding and meeting the true needs of the entire affected community 

• Engaging all aspects of the community (public, private, and civic) in both defining those needs and 
devising ways to meet them 

• Strengthening the assets, institutions, and social processes that work well in communities on a daily 
basis to improve resilience and emergency management outcomes 

As a key part of its approach, FEMA is conducting an outreach campaign with communities around the country 
to solicit input and ideas on how to encourage sustained community participation and involvement in 
preparedness and resilience activities - both at the local and national levels. This effort involves workshops and 
listening sessions in which discussions are focused on how communities arc motivated and engaged, how they 
understand risk, and their experiences with resilience following a disaster. 

Central to the Whole Community approach is the idea of expanding the emergency management team, working 
with groups outside of the Federal family to better understand and plan for the needs of a community before, 
during, and after a disaster strikes. To accomplish this goal, FEMA has been aggressively increasing its overall 
outreach efforts, establishing relationships with new partners and reinvigorating and reframing relationships 
with the more traditional members of the team. 

Being prepared as a Nation means moving beyond a Federal or government-centric approach to emergency 
management. As a team, we need to implement solutions that serve the entire community while also leveraging 
the resources the entire community brings to the table. But how do we implement this Whole Community 
concept into the work that FEMA and our partners do every day? FEMA has begun driving this concept into its 
operations, starting with a catastrophic planning initiative known as the Maximum of Maximums: planning and 
preparing for a catastrophe where extraordinary levels of mass casualties, damage, and disruption overwhelm 
our traditional, and well-established, response and recovery plans and procedures. Though the Whole 
Community approach eventually will be applied to all of our core missions, this Maximum of Maximums effort 
is an important first step in making concrete changes in the way we conduct our operations. 

Through the activities discussed above, FEMA seeks to spark dramatic expansion and transfonnation of current 
community engagement strategies to promote approaches that position local residents in leadership roles in 
planning, organizing, and sharing accountability for the success of local disaster management efforts. We 
believe that Whole Community emergency management is a philosophy that should be applied to everything we 
do, as an agency, and as a field of practice. To that end, FEMA will support the development of guidance, 
tools, training, and educational programs that effectively engage and integrate the entire community into local 
emergency management activities to strengthen resilience and improve outcomes throughout the Nation. 


Question: As you know, the GAO has pointed out that FEMA has had difficulty in prioritizing preparedness 
investments in ways that fill what has been perceived as agency capability gaps. Briefly - how have you gone 
about closing those gaps, and where do you think you are in the process at this point? 

ANSWER: 

The investments FEMA has made are targeted at closing gaps identified at all levels of government. We have 
made tremendous investments in preparedness and response capabilities at the state, regional, and local levels. 
As a result of those investments, fire fighters, police officers, emergency medical technicians, emergency 
managers, businesses, communities, families, and individuals now have tools, training, and knowledge to better 
prepare themselves for the full range of threats facing our Nation. 
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Preparedness, however, is not an end-state, it is a process. Even as states and localities achieve higher levels of 
preparedness, they are continually challenged by emerging threats to develop new capabilities, and compelled to 
sustain the capabilities they have already developed. 


Question: An important issue in my state of Iowa is the National Flood Insurance Program. As you know, that 
Program has been on the GAO high-risk list for a few yeare now. Do you think the Program belongs on the 
high-risk list and if not, why not? 

ANSWER: 

I do believe that the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) is appropriately placed on the Government 
Accountability Office High-Risk List because it is, by statute, actuarially unsound and has an $18 billion debt 
against the U.S. Treasury due to this situation. 


Question: From your perspective, what do you believe is the most challenging aspect of the Flood Insurance 
Program and what are you doing to overcome the challenge? 

ANSWER: 

Our many stakeholders identified numerous important is.sues that the eventual policy options will seek to 
address. They include actuarial soundness and program solvency, cost and affordability of insurance, 
mandatory purchase requirements, accuracy of mapping and certification of levees, repetitive loss properties 
that significantly drain the NFIP, subsidies, insurance ratings, building standards, incentives, and disincentives 
for mitigation. 

The greatest ob.stacle to overcome will be the difficulty to come up with a recommended solution that is 
perceived as optimal across a broad range of stakeholders with very diverse interests. 


Question: If it were completely up to you, what aspect of the Flood Insurance Program would you fix first, and 
why? 

ANSWER: 

I believe that determining who should bear the cost of flood (the individual or society) is the ultimate question 
for the Congress. Flooding will continue to cause economic loss, which begs the question: who should bear that 
loss? The NFIP Reform Working Group heard varying opinions on this matter, which are reflected in the four 
policy options. Economic loss from flood could be borne by local economies, charitable organizations, the 
individuals who experience the loss, or taxpayers through disaster relief programs. 
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Testimony of Congressman Sllvestre Reyes (TX-16) 

Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee Homeland Security - April 14, 2011 

Thank you Chairman Aderholt, Ranking Member Price, and members of the subcommittee for 

allowing me to testify today on a matter that is vital to our nation's security ~ the failure to 

adequately increase the number of Customs and Border Protection officers who are protecting 

our nation at America’s ports of entry. I respectfully request such funds as may be needed for 

the Department of Homeland Security to hire an additional 1,000 Customs and Border Protection 

Officers in Fiscal Year 2012. 

Support of Customs and Border Protection (CBP) 

When 1 first came to Congress about 1 5 years ago, after retiring as Sector Chief in the Border 
Patrol, one of my top priorities was to increase the number of agents we had patrolling our 
borders. Back then, we had about 5,000 agents, which was not nearly enough to meet the 
growing security demands at our borders. I’m pleased that over the years. Congress has worked 
to dramatically increase the level of resources at our Southwest border. Thanks to the support 
from this committee and others, we now have more than 21,000 agents patrolling our borders - 
quadruple the number of agents that existed when I served as Chief 

However, our success in increasing the size of the Border Patrol to secure our Southwest border 
will be gravely undermined by the failure to address the security threats at our ports of entry, 
particularly the alarming shortage of federal law enforcement who defend the gateways to the 
United States. While we have increased the size of the Border Patrol by an astonishing 77 
percent with the addition of 7,600 new Border Patrol agents since fiscal year 2005, we have 
failed to give proper attention to the security at our ports of entry, and have added only 700 new 
officers, reflecting a dismal increase of only 14 percent. This is deeply troubling considering 
that there were 1 77 million passenger and pedestrian crossings into our country last year alone at 
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the Southwest border land ports. The vulnerability of our ports of entry is the single greatest 
threat along the Southwest border today. 

Border Patrol agents and Customs and Border Protection officers both protect our nation against 
illegal entries, and the trafficking of drugs, weapons, and money. While we have dramatically 
increased security between the ports of entry, we have overlooked the need to implement similar 
increases at the critical gateways where the vast majority of drugs are smuggled into the U.S., 
and where people frequently attempt to enter our country illegally. 

It is not surprising that Mexico's drug cartels are exploiting this weakness in our border’s 
defenses. In the last five years, the flow of heroin into the U.S. that was seized at the ports of 
entry along the Southwest border has increased by nearly 300 percent. The amount of crystal 
meth and methamphetamines sized at the ports has increased by more than 200 percent and 100 
percent respectively. Despite the fact that Mexico's drug cartels have substantially increased 
their efforts to smuggle greater quantities of drug of into our country and their cash proceeds out 
of our country, the number of officers that we have to combat this threat has remained essentially 
flat. 

The failure to adequately secure our ports of entry is having a direct impact on America’s cities 
and neighborhoods. New data, recently released by the Substance Abuse and Mental Health 
Agency, reported that Ecstasy-related emergency room visits rose from 1 0.220 in 2004 to 1 7,865 
visits in 2008 - a 75 percent increase. Nearly 70 percent of Ecstasy-related visits involved 
patients aged 1 8 to 29, but what is even more alarming is that 1 8 percent of emergency room 
visits involved adolescents aged 1 2 to 17. Drug cartels are now operating in more than 230 
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American cities, more than double the number of cities in which they were operating only a few 
years ago. 

Unfortunately, the need for more Customs and Border Protection officers continues to be 
overlooked, and despite the dramatic increase in the number of Border Patrol agents. Members of 
Congress continue to call for more, La.st August, when Congress passed emergency 
supplemental appropriations for border security, it provided funding for 1 ,000 new Border Patrol 
agents, while funding only 250 officers for our ports of entry. Legislation recently filed by 
Senators John McCain and Jon Kyi that includes a 10 point border security action plan calls for 
5,000 additional Border Patrol agents, and only 500 officers at our ports of entry. This year, for 
the first time in history, the number of Border Patrol agents patrolling our northern and southern 
borders is greater than the number of CBP officers protecting our nation at the 327 ports of entry. 
This year, I reintroduced my legislation to address this shortage of personnel at the ports of 
entry. The PORTS (Putting Our Resources Toward Security) Act would add 5,000 CBP officers 
over five years, and would modernize our port of entry infrastructure to meet today's security 
challenges, including inspection sites for southbound checks. 1 urge the committee to help 
address this serious security threat at our ports of entry by giving our law enforcement officers at 
our ports the resources and manpower they need to keep our nation safe. 

Support for Unmanned Aerial Systems in Border Security 

Unmanned Aerial Vehicles have been proven to be dynamic. co.st-effective tools to help gather 
intelligence that our ground agents can use in real time. UAVs deployed in Texas and Arizona 
are proving to be game-changers in interdicting criminal activity and in gathering data on illegal 
crossings and drug and human trafficking. However, in light of the increa,sed strain on Border 
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Patrol personnel to monitor over 2000 miles of U.S - Mexico border, I request funding for two 
additional UAVs on the Southern Border be included in the FY12 Budget. 

I would like to conclude my remarks by again thanking you for the opportunity to testily on 
these very important security concerns confronting our nation’s ports of entry, I appreciate your 
support of these important efforts and your consideration of my request in the FY201 2 Homeland 
Security appropriations bill. Thank you. 
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Growth of Border Patrol Agents vs. Customs and Border Protection Officers at the 
Southwest Border from FY2005 to FV 2010 
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Congresswoman Laura Richardson (CA-37) 

Statement For the Appropriations Subcommittee on Homeland Security 

I would like to thank Chairman Adcrholt and Ranking Member Price for affording me 
this opportunity to show my values on the FY 2011 Homeland Security Appropriations. As a 
Member of the Homeland Security Committee and the Ranking Member on its Subcommittee on 
Emergency Preparedness, Response, and Communications, 1 want to commend you and your 
colleagues on the Subcommittee for the outstanding work you do to ensure that our nation has 
the financial resources necessary to secure the homeland. 

The 37*'’ Congressional District of California, which I am privileged to represent, has a 
vital interest in ensuring our homeland security needs are adequately funded. Whether it was 
preparing for the recent tsunami that was triggered by the 8.9 earthquake that struck Japan and 
reverberated to the Pacific Coast of the United States or planning for the annual plague of 
wildfires, the federal government's initiatives in emergency planning and preparedness is of 
incredible importance to my state and my constituents. Coupled with the fact that my district is 
also home to many high-value terrorist targets, such as the Port of Long Beach, makes homeland 
security policy and funding one of my most critical legislative priorities. 

Cargo Screening 

1 am concerned about the decrease in funding for international cargo screening. The 
President's Budget Request for FY 2012 is $68.7 million, which is a decrease of $93.24 million 
from the FY 201 1 annualized Continuing Resolution amount of $162 million. This reduction is 
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justified on the ground that shifting to remote targeting and random sampling of examinations of 
freight rather than physically inspecting cargo at the ports of a physical presence of personnel at 
the ports offer greater security. I disagree. The 9/1 1 Act sets forth a goal of working towards 
100% cargo screening, and any budget cut would indicate a movement away from that goal. 
While 1 recognize the fiscal constraints facing the President and the Department, I cannot support 
a de-emphasis on cargo screening at the expense of the safety of our nation's ports. 

SAFER and FIRE Grants 

In addition, as Chair of the Homeland Security Subcommittee on Emergency, 
Preparedness, Response, and Communications, I oppose any cuts that adversely affect the ability 
of firefighters to respond to public emergencies. H.R. 1. which called for a $510 million dollar 
cut from the FY 2010 Budget and a $310 million dollar cut from the President’s FY 201 1 Budget 
Request, represents a dangerous budgetary trend that would severely hinder our nation's 
emergency preparedness and response efforts. 

The Staffing for Adequate Fire and Emergency Response (SAFER) Program and the 
Assistance to Firefighter Grants (FIRE) are essential programs that help local fire departments 
equip, train, and maintain their personnel, preparing them to respond to all forms of emergencies, 
from natural disasters to terrorist attacks. Any proposed cuts would severely limit the ability of 
local fire departments to meet community needs and maintain the readiness of local first 
responders during all types of emergencies. Collectively, these two programs are often the last 
life-line of defense for fire departments struggling to sustain their capabilities in this economic 


downturn. 



The current fire station capabilities are simply not enough to protect both the federal 
infrastructure assets and the size of the surrounding area. Far too often, we ask our firefighters to 
risk their lives in our defense, and I believe we have an obligation to provide them w'ith the 
resources they need, including state of the art fire stations. 

Nuclear Detection 

I also support increased funding for the Domestic Nuclear Detection Office. This office 
performs the critical research, development, and operations needed in order to prevent a potential 
catastrophe from occurring in the United States. However. H.R. 1 approximately cuts $31 
million for this office compared to the FY 2010 Budget and $33 million compared to the 
President's FY 201 1 Budget Request. 

As we have recently learned from the tragedy in Japan, the ability to plan for. detect, and 
mitigate a nuclear disaster is more important now than ever before. That is why I believe that 
future cuts to this vital program could have devastating consequences to our nation's security. 

Disaster Relief 

As we all know, disaster relief funding is imperative to ensuring Americans have the 
tools they need to adequately prepare for worst case scenarios. State and local governments often 
play a critical role in helping to provide relief to communities that are hard hit by manmade and 
natural disasters. This is why I was so troubled when H.R. 1 cut nearly $783 million from 
FEMA's budget to assist State and Local Programs compared to the FY 2010 Budget and $820 
million compared to the President's FY 201 1 Budget Request. 
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The tsunami that struck Japan on March 1 1 has claimed the lives of more than 13,000 
people and is an example of why we need to make sure our nation has the necessary resources to 
respond to major disasters of all kinds. Many Americans remain unprepared for a disaster as 
serious as a tsunami, and state and local emergency officials say that cuts in funding have 
.strained their ability to respond. As events such as this one has shown, this is not an area where 
we can afford to cut corners. 

Emergency Operations Centers 

1 would also like to stress my support for funding of Emergency Operation Center (EOC) 
grants. The budget calls for an elimination of these grants as a standalone program, but I believe 
that any attempt to consolidate this program could dilute the amount of funding for the 
integration of state and local emergency communication systems. 

The EOC Grant Program was established to improve emergency management and 
preparedness capabilities for state and local communities through flexible, sustainable, secure, 
and interoperable EOCs with a focus on addressing identified deficiencies and needs. In my 
district, the City of Compton is surrounded by five major freeways and located within 10 miles 
of two of the largest ports in the nation (Port of Tong Beach and the Port of Los Angeles). 
Additionally, the 20-mile-long rail cargo expressway connecting the ports of Long Beach and 
Los Angeles known as the Alameda Corridor, runs through Compton’s high-threat, high-density 
urban area. The current first respondent capabilities in the City are insufficient to protect these 
infrastructure assets, and failure to secure necessary funding for our current operations center 
could jeopardize the health and safety of millions of residents. 
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Emergencv Planning 

Although we may never be able to prevent disasters, we have the ability to effectively 
plan for worst case scenarios. However, local schools and communities often lack the resources 
they need to have an effective plan in case a natural disaster or terrorist attack occurs. This is 
why 1 recently re-introduced legislation to alleviate some of this burden from school districts. 
My bill, H.R. 1 128, The Elementary and Secondary School Emergency Preparedness Planning 
Act , empowers school districts in high-risk areas to bolster emergency preparedness training by 
establishing a program to award grants to local educational agencies located in areas at risk for 
terrorist attacks, natural disasters and public health emergencies. This is the type of funding 
initiatives I believe we need in order to ensure our communities are adequately prepared for 
when a disaster strikes. 

This concludes my testimony. Thank you for this opportunity to share my views. 
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Chairman Aderholt, Ranking Member Price, distinguished members of the 
Subcommittee; thank you for the opportunity to provide this testimony. As President of the 
National Treasury Employees Union (NTEU), I have the honor of leading a union that represents 
over 24,000 Customs and Border Protection (CBP) Officers and trade enforcement specialists 
who are stationed at 33 1 land, sea and air ports of entry (POEs) across the United States. CBP 
employees’ mission is to protect the nation’s borders at the ports of entry from all threats while 
facilitating legitimate travel and trade. CBP trade compliance personnel enforce over 400 U.S. 
trade and tariff laws and regulations in order to ensure a fair and competitive trade environment 
pursuant to existing international agreements and treaties, as well as stemming the flow of illegal 
contraband such as child pornography, illegal arms, weapons of mass destruction and laundered 
money. CBP is also a revenue collection agency, collecting an estimated $29 billion in federal 
revenue in 2009. 

CBP STAFFING AT THE PORTS OF ENTRY 

In October 2009, the Southwest Border Task Force, created by Homeland Security 
Secretary Janet Napolitano, presented the results of its staffing and resources review in a draft 
report. This draft report recommends the “federal government should hire more Customs [and 
Border Protection] officers.” The report echoes the finding of the Border-Facilitation Working 
Group. (The U.S.-Mexico Border Facilitation Working Group was created during the bilateral 
meeting between President George W. Bush and President Felipe Calderon held in Merida in 
March 2007.) “In order to more optimally operate the various ports of entry, CBP needs to 
increase the number of CBP Officers. According to its own estimate, the lack of human 
resources only for the San Ysdiro POE is in the “hundreds” and the CBP Officer need at all ports 
of entry located along the border with Mexico is in the “thousands.” (“ CBP: Challenges and 
Opportunities ” a memo prepared by Armand Peschard-Sverdrup for Mexico’s Ministry of the 
Economy: U.S.-Mexico Border Facilitation Working Group. January 2008, pages 1 and 2.) 

The Administration’s FY 20 1 2 budget requests funds for 2 1 , 1 86 CBP Officer positions— 
an increase of 409 over FY201 1, but still 108 officers below the FY 2009 level of 21,294 CBP 
Officer positions. NTEU is disappointed that the FY 2012 budget request includes no significant 
increase in frontline CBP Officer or CBP Agriculture Specialist positions. After a net decrease 
of over 500 CBP Officer positions between 2009 and 201 1, CBP is seeking appropriated funding 
to “support 300 CBP Officers above the FY 201 1 Budget and additional canine assets to the Port 
of Entry operations,” despite independent studies that state that CBP is understaffed at ports of 
entry by thousands of officers. 

Of particular concern to NTEU in the FY 2012 budget request, is the decrease of $20 
million in funding for inspcctional overtime at the air, land and sea ports of entry. CBP states 
that “proposed efficiency will require POE[s] to reduce overtime spending during periods of 
increased workload, including but not limited to, the annual peak summer seasons at our 
Nation’s air and .seaports.” NTEU urges the Committee to fully fund CBP overtime in fiscal 
year 2012. 

Overtime is essential when staffing levels are low to ensure that inspcctional duties can 
be fulfilled, officers have sufficient back-up and wait times are mitigated. This is one reason 
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why Congress authorized a dedicated funding source to pay for overtime— customs user fees 
pursuant to Title 19, section 58c (1) of the U.S. Code. CBP collects user fees to recover certain 
costs incurred for processing, among other things, air and sea passengers, and various private and 
commercial land, sea, air, and rail carriers and shipments. 

The source of these user fees are commercial vessels, commercial vehicle, rail cars, 
private aircraft, private vessels, air passengers, sea passengers, cruise vessel passengers, dutiable 
mail, customs broker and barge/bulk carriers. These fees are deposited into the Customs User 
Fee Account. User Fees are designated by statute to pay for services provided to the user, such 
as inspectional overtime for passenger and commercial vehicle inspection during overtime shift 
hours. In addition, APHIS user fees and immigration user fees also fund “fee-related” inspection 
costs. 


It is NTEU's understanding that these user fees have not been increased in years and 
some of these user fees cover only a portion of recoverable fee-related costs. For example, CBP 
collects the extraordinarily low fee of $437 at arrival of a commercial vessel to a port to recover 
personnel and other costs to process and inspect the vessel’s crew and cargo. This fee, however, 
is capped at $5955 per calendar year; no matter how many times the commercial vessel enters a 
port that year. This fee was last raised from $397 to $437 in 2007, but the cap has remained at 
$5955 since 1986. Another example of an extraordinarily low user fee is the fee paid by railcar 
owners of $8.25 per car at arrival for processing and inspection, but the fee is capped at $100 per 
railcar per calendar year. 

CBP is seeking legislation to lift the exemption of passengers arriving from Canada. 
Mexico, most of the Caribbean Islands and U.S. territories from payment of the $5.50 per arrival 
fee for air and sea traveler processing and inspection. NTEU supports lifting these user fee 
exemptions allowing CBP to more fully recover the costs of passenger processing and 
inspection, but believes that Congress should review ail user fees collected by CBP with an 
eye to more fully recovering CBP’s costs of these services to the user. 

In addition to reviewing the need to raise user fees, this Committee needs to investigate 
reports that CBP Officers and CBP Agriculture Specialists are being directed to waive user fees 
by local port managers. Anecdotally, NTEU has heard that user fees are waived on a daily basis 
at some local ports. 

Also, according to the Government Accountability Office, (GAO-1 1 -441T, page 19), 
CBP has a $639,4 million unobligated balance in its Customs User Fee Account. These 
unobligated balances have remained in CBP’s Customs User Fee Account for more than 10 
years. 


NTEU urges the Committee to clarify the purposes for which the $640 million in 
unobligated balances in the Customs User Fee Account is available, allowing CBP to ensure that 
inspectional overtime is fully funded in FY 2012 and that other costs incurred for processing and 
inspection of international travelers and trade are recovered, as authorized by law. 
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END ONE FACE AT THE BORDER 

In 2003, DHS created a new Customs and Border Protection Officer position and 
announced the “One Face at the Border” initiative that purportedly unifies the inspection process 
for travelers and cargo entering the United States. Consolidating immigration and customs 
inspection functions has caused logistical and institutional weakness resulting in a loss of 
expertise in critical homeland security priorities. The “One Face” initiative should be ended, 
customs and immigration specializations should be reestablished within CBP, and overall CBP 
inspection staffing should be increased. 

TRADE ENFORCEMENT AND COMPLIANCE STAFFING 

When CBP was created, it was given a dual mission of safeguarding our nation’s borders 
and ports as well as regulating and facilitating international trade. It also collects import duties 
and enforces U.S. trade laws. In 2005, CBP processed 29 million trade entries and collected 
$31.4 billion in revenue. In 2009, CBP collected $29 billion — a drop of over $2 billion in 
revenue collected. Since CBP was established in March 2003, there has been no increase in 
CBP trade enforcement and compliance personnel and again, the FY 2012 budget propo.ses no 
increase in FTEs for CBP trade operations personnel. 

In effect, there has been a CBP trade staffing freeze at March 2003 levels and, as a result, 
CBP’s revenue function has suffered. Recently, in response to an Import Specialists staffing 
shortage, CBP has propo.sed to implement at certain ports a tariff sharing scheme. For example, 
because CBP has frozen at 984 nationwide the total number of Import Specialist positions, CBP 
is reducing by 52 positions (from 1 79 to 1 27) the number of Import Specialists at the New York 
City area ports and shifting those positions to other ports. To address the resultant shortage of 
Import Specialists at New York area ports, CBP is implementing tariff sharing between the port 
of New York/Newark and JFK airport. Currently, each port (Newark and JFK) processes all 
types of entries and all types of commodities via the Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HTS). 

The reduction in trade personnel has resulted in each port being assigned only parts of the 
HTS and each port only processing half the commodities entering its port. Tariff sharing 
presents a number of operational problems with regard to trade personnel performing cargo 
exams on merchandise that is unloaded at the port of Newark, but the only commodity teams that 
are trained to process it are at JFK and, vice versa, when merchandise that can only be processed 
in Newark, is unloaded at JFK. CBP proposes that instead of physical examinations of the 
merchandise, digital photos can be exchanged between the ports. This is a short-sighted solution 
that shortchanges taxpayers, trade compliant importers, and the federal treasury. 

The FY 2012 budget requests funding for CBP’s enforcement program to “prevent trade 
in counterfeit and pirated goods, and enforce exclusion orders on patent-infringing and other 
Intellectual Property Rights violative goods.” This request, however, includes no increase in 
CBP trade operations staff at the POEs to implement this trade enforcement program. NTEU 
urges the Committee to increase funding to hire additional trade enforcement and 
compliance personnel, including Import Specialists, at the POEs to enhance trade revenue 
collection. 
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CBP CAREER LADDER PAY INCREASE 

NTEU commends the Department for increasing journeyman pay for CBP Officers and 
Agriculture Specialists. Many deserving CBP trade and security positions, however, were left out 
of this pay increase, which has significantly damaged morale. 

NTEU strongly supports extending this same career ladder increase to additional CBP 
positions, including CBP trade operations specialists and CBP Seized Property Specialists. The 
journeyman pay level for the CBP Technicians who perform important commercial trade and 
administration duties should also be increased from GS-7 to GS-9. 

Conclusion: 


NTEU urges the Committee to include in its FY 2012 DHS appropriations bill: 

• funding to increase both port security and trade enforcement staffing at the 
Ports of Entry; 

• full funding of CBP Officers’ and Agriculture Specialists’ overtime and 
premium pay system; and 

• funding to extend career ladder pay increases to additional CBP personnel 
including Import and other Commercial Operations Specialists, CBP Seized 
Property Specialists and CBP Technicians. 

The more than 24,000 CBP employees represented by the NTEU are capable and 
committed to the varied missions of DHS from border control to the facilitation of legitimate 
trade and travel. They are proud of their part in keeping our country free from terrorism, our 
neighborhoods safe from drugs and our economy safe from illegal trade. These men and women 
are deserving of more resources and technology to perform their jobs better and more efficiently. 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit this testimony to the Committee on their behalf. 
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RE: FEMA State and Local Programs 

The National Association for Public Health Statistics and Information Systems 
(NAPHSIS) welcomes the opportunity to provide this written statement for the public 
record as the Homeland Security Appropriations Subcommittee prepares its FY 2012 
appropriations legislation.' In 2005, Congress passed the REAL ID Act in response to the 
9/1 1 Commission’s recommendations that the federal government ensure a person “is 
who they claim to be” when applying for an official ID. Yet, six years later 
implementation remains stalled due to strained state budgets and a lack of federal 
investment. As the nonprofit, national association for the 57 vital records offices that are 
critical partners in the security of our homeland. NAPHSIS recommends you provide the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) $100 million over a period of 3- 5 
years to modernize vital records in support of RE/AL ID through grants to states. 

Preventing Fraud, Identity Theft, and Terrorism through Verification 

Prior to the terrorist attacks on the United States on September II, 2001, all but one of 
the terrorist hijackers acquired some form of identification document, some by fraud, and 
used these forms of identification to assist them in boarding commercial flights, renting 
cars, and other necessary activities leading up to the attacks. In its final report, the 9/1 1 
Commission recommended implementing more secure sources of identification, stating 
that “federal government should set standards for the issuance of birth certificates and 
sources of identification, such a,s driver's licenses. Fraud in identification documents is no 
longer just a problem of theft. At many entry points to vulnerable facilities, including 
gates for boarding aircraft, sources of identification are the last opportunity to ensure that 
people are who they say they are and to check whether they are terrorists.”^ 

Heeding the recommendations of the 9/1 1 Commission, Congress enacted the REAL ID 
•Act in May 2005. Among other provisions, the REAL ID Act and its corresponding 
regulations (6 CFR Part 37) require that applicants for a driver’s license present their 
birth certificate to the motor vehicle agency to validate their U.S. citizenship and their 
date of birth, and that birth certificates must be verified by the state. Sec. 37.13 of the 
identification standards regulations recommends that states through their departments of 
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' NAPHSIS represents the 57 vital records jurisdictions that collect, process, and is,sue birth and death 
records in the United States and its territories, including the 50 states. New York City, the District of 
Columbia and the five territories. NAPHSIS coordinates and enhances the activities of the vital records 
jurisdictions by developing standards, promoting consistent policies, working with federal partners, and 
providing technical assistance. 

’ The 9/1 1 Commission Report, Final Report of the National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the 
United States, July 2004, p. 390. 
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motor vehicles (DMV) should use the Electronic Verification of Vital Events (EWE) 
system, operated by NAPHSIS, to verify birth certificates presented by applicants. 

EWE is an online system operated by NAPHSIS that verifies birth certificate 
information. It provides authorized users at participating agencies with a single interface 
to quickly, reliably, and securely validate birth and death information at any jurisdiction 
in the country. In so doing, no personal information is divulged to the person verifying 
information — EWE simply relays a message that there was or was not a match with the 
birth and death records maintained by the state, city, or territory. 

Need for Verification Persists 

Many federal and state agencies rely on birth certificates for proof of age, proof of 
citizenship, identification for employment purposes, to issue benefits or other documents 
(e.g. driver’s licenses. Social Security cards, and passports) and to assist in determining 
eligibility for public programs or benefits (e.g., Medicaid). Unfortunately, there are cases 
where individuals have obtained birth certificates of deceased persons and assumed their 
identity, created fraudulent birth certificates, and altered the information on a birth 
certificate, as documented in a Department of Health and Human Services Office of 
Inspector General Report of 2000.^ 

In 2009 and 2010, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) documented several 
cases in which investigators created fraudulent birth certificates and were able to obtain 
passports based upon the fraudulent records because the passport office did not verify the 
birth certificate information.^' Just recently, the Federal Bureau of Investigation arrested 
Khalid Ali-M Aldawsari for “attempted use of a weapon of mass destruction.” When the 
FBI searched Aldawsari’s apartment, agents discovered that Aldawsari had plans to 
obtain a forged U.S. birth certificate and obtain multiple drivers’ licenses for the purpose 
of renting several different cars to carry out his attacks. Aldawsari recognized that birth 
certificates can be used to obtain multiple identification documents such as passports and 
driver’s licenses. 

Passport Fraud Prevention Managers commenced using the EWE system in March 2009 
for birth certificate verifications. In their first six weeks of use, there were two instances 
where the Fraud Prevention Mangers used the EWE system to electronically verify the 
birth certificates, and EWE returned a ‘no match.’ Upon further follow up with the vital 
records offices that ‘issued’ the birth certificates it was determined that indeed the birth 
certificates presented with those passport applications were fraudulent. Based on these 
and other successes, N APHSIS is working with the Department of State to integrate 
EWE into the standard passport adjudication process. 


' Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Inspector General, Birth Certificate Fraud, Sept. 
2009 (OEI-07-99-00570). 

Government Accountability Office, Department of State: Undercover Tests Reveal Significant 
Vulnerabilities in Stale's Passport Issuance Process, Mar. 2009 (GAO-09-447) and State Department: 
Undercover Tests Show Passport Issuance Process Remains Vulnerable to Fraud, July 2010 (GAO- 10- 
922T) 

NAPHSIS 
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States Need Federal Support to Implement REAL ID 

EWE is now installed in 30 vital records jurisdictions and is used by select state DMVs 
and Medicaid Offices, the Social Security Administration, the Office of Personnel 
Management, and the Department of State Fraud Prevention Managers in select 
jurisdictions. Users of EWE are enthusiastic about the system, citing its capacity for: 

• Providing protection against the potential use of birth certificates for fraudulent 
activities. 

. Improving customer service by facilitating rapid access to accurate and verifiable 
vital record data in real-time. 

. Safeguarding the confidentiality of birth and death data. 

• Offering a secure mechanism for communication between agencies and vital records 
offices via the Internet. 

. Easily integrating with current legacy systems that the federal or state agencies may 
already be using, and for serving as a user-friendly interface for agencies that seek a 
stand-alone query system. 

NAPHSIS has completed upgrades to the EWE system to meet the REAL ID 
requirements and is working to install EWE in the remaining 27 jurisdictions before the 
now extended, REAL ID deadline. NAPHSIS has also procured a data analysis and 
quality control tool that all jurisdictions can utilize to analyze their EWE database for 
anomalies, inconsistencies, accuracy, and completeness. This tool and the analysis of 
EWE data has been completed in 1 7 jurisdictions to-date. 

Despite EWE’s security, speed, and ease of use, the system is only as good as the 
underlying data infrastructure upon which it relies. Digitizing paper-based birth and death 
records, then cleaning and linking those records, will provide for secure, reliable, real- 
time identity verification using EWE. Specifically, 

• The majority of the 57 vital records jurisdictions have electronic birth records that 
extend back more than seven decades. To recognize EWE's full potential to verify 
birth certificates, 100 percent of jurisdictions should have their records in electronic 
form. 

• There are cases where an individual has assumed a false identity by obtaining a birth 
certificate of a person who has died. Therefore, it is also important that all 
jurisdictions’ death and birth records be linked to Hag individuals who are deceased 
and identify fraudulent birth documentation. 

Recommended Action: Invest in Infrastructure to Facilitate ID Verification 

The jurisdictions’ efforts to digitize, clean, and link vital records have been hindered by- 
state budget .shortfalls. In short, the jurisdictions need the federal government’s help to 
complete building a secure data infrastructure and support identity verification required 
by REAL ID. Under the current authority established through REAL ID. we ask that 
Congress provide $100 million to FEMA to support a new grants-to-states program for 

NAPHSIS 
April 11.2011 
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the purpose of modernizing vital records. Specifically, these funds would be used by vital 
records jurisdictions to digitize their birth records back to 1945, to clean these data to 
support electronic queries, and link birth and death records. We recommend the funding 
be appropriated over time according to one of two schedules: 

• Option 1: $33 million per year over three years . This option would provide 
roughly $580,000 in FY 2012 to each vital records jurisdiction, on average. 

• Option 2: $20 million per year over five years , providing roughly $350,000 in 
FY 2012 to each vital records jurisdiction, on average. The vital records 
modernization would progress more slowly than under Option 1 , but the funding 
would nevertheless significantly enhance the ability of states and territories to 
support the goals of REAL ID. 

The terrorist attack the FBI thwarted in the apprehension of Khalid Ali-M Aldawsari 
brings to mind the September 1 1 tragedy, and reminds us of the need to secure official 
forms of identification. We feel strongly that an investment of $100 million is a small 
price to pay to strengthen Americans’ safety and security by accurately, efficiently, and 
securely verifying birth data on the 245 million driver’s licenses issued annually. Six 
years after REAL ID’s enactment, isn’t it time to implement the 9/1 1 Commission’s 
recommendations and invest in the goals of REAL ID and identity verification? 

NAPHSIS appreciates the opportunity to submit this statement for the record and looks 
forward to working with the Subcommittee. If you have questions about this statement, 
please do not hesitate to contact NAPHSIS Executive Director. Patricia W. Potrzebowski, 
Ph.D., at ppotrzebowski@nanhsis.on> or (301) 563-6001 . You may also contact our 
Washington representative, Emily Holubowich, at eholubowich@dc-crd.com or (202) 
484-1100. 


NAPHSIS 
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William Chandler, Vice President for Government Affairs 


April 14, 2011 


The Honorable Robert Aderholt, Chair 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
Committee on Appropriations 
United States House of Representatives. 

B-307 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: 

Marine Conservation Biology Institute (MCBI), based in Bellevue, WA, is a nonprofit 
conservation organization whose mission is to protect ocean ecosystems. We use science to 
identify places in peril and advocate for bountiful, healthy oceans for current and future 
generations, I wish to thank the members of the Homeland Security Appropriations 
Subcommittee for the opportunity to submit written testimony on the FY 2012 appropriations for 
the United States Coast Guard (USCG). MCBI recommends $10,791 billion for the US Coast 
Guard in FY 2012, This amount would reinstate FY 2010 funding levels, with an additional $2 
million to combat marine debris as mandated by law. 

The USCG is a multi-mission agency, stretched by many demands. MCBI supports the USCG in 
their efforts to reach their goals in providing maritime safety, security, mobility, national 
defense, and protection of natural resources. The FY 2012 President's request has decreased the 
USCG's overall budget by over $450 million, including a decrease of $147 million for marine 
environmental protection, one of the USCG's eleven missions. We are concerned about this 
decrease and what it portends in terms of the further degradation our oceans. 

Marine Debris 

Marine debris has become one of the most widespread pollution problems affecting the world’s 
oceans and coasts. As highlighted by the “Great Pacific Garbage Patch" in the North Pacific 
Ocean, and garbage patch in the Atlantic Ocean, marine debris is a growing problem that is 
manife.sting itself in all US waters, including in Hawaii, Alaska. Alabama, and the Caribbean. 
Research has shown that debris seriously effects the marine environment, marine wildlife, the 
economy, and human health and safety. 

Marine debris hanns marine and coastal communities by damaging marine habitat like coral 
reefs, transporting non-native and invasive species to new habitats, causing navigational hazards 
and vessel damage, and harming and entangling wildlife. Some of the most common types of 
marine debris are discarded or lost fishing lines and nets, household plastics such as disposable 
lighters, six-pack rings, plastic bags, and Styrofoam pellets. The number of marine debris-related 
entanglement deaths of endangered and threatened seals, sea turtles, and seabirds continues to 
grow. For example, entanglement in debris is major cause of death for Hawaiian monk seals 
(pop. estimate: < 1,200). 
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To combat marine debris, Congress responded in a bipartisan manner and enacted the Marine 
Debris Research, Prevention, and Reduction Act in 2006 which established national efforts to 
identify, assess, reduce, and prevent marine debris and its effects on the marine environment. 
The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and the USCG work together to 
undertake these activities. The USCG’s marine debris efforts fail under its Marine 
Environmental Protection Mission, one of eleven missions. 

The USCG plays a crucial role combating marine debris by monitoring and enforcing 
compliance with MARPOL Annex V and the Act to Prevent Pollution from Ships. Under this 
authority, the USCG monitors discharge of waste from ships and oversees port waste receptor 
facilities. In addition, the USCG provides critical support and leadership for a variety of anti- 
marine debris activities. For example, the USCG has partnered primarily with NOAA, starting in 
1998, to remove an estimated 667 metric tons (mt) of marine debris (mostly derelict fishing gear) 
from the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands where marine debris kills endangered Hawaiian monk 
seals and seabirds. In 2009, NOAA and the USCG removed an estimated 68 mt of debris. With 
the recent earthquake in Japan, an influx of debris has been introduced to the marine 
environment. University of Hawaii scientists believe that we will start to see the impacts of this 
debris in the Hawaiian Islands in about 18 months. 

The Marine Debris Act authorizes $10 million annually for NOAA's Marine Debris Program and 
$2 million for the USCG’s marine debris efforts. NOAA has been level funded at $4 million 
since 2008, but the USCG has never requested nor received any direct funding for its marine 
debris efforts. 

As the nation continues to deal with economic challenges, MCBI recognizes that allocating new 
funds for projects may be difficult. However, the economic costs of marine debris on our marine 
resources, tourism, human health and safety far outweigh the cost of marine debris removal 
activities. Therefore, we encourage the subcommittee to minimally reinstate the USGS funding 
levels to FY 2010 enacted levels to maintain the service’s operating capabilities, and include an 
additional $2 million for the USCG to meet its responsibilities under the Marine Debris Act. 
Adequate and sustained funding is needed to maintain and enhance the ability of the USCG to 
support current removal projects, develop best management practices, reduce derelict fishing 
gear, and conduct education and outreach measures. 

In summary, MCBI respectfully requests that the subcommittee augment the USCG funding to 
support the critical role it plays in fighting marine debris. 

Sincerely. 

li/ 

William Chandler 
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MR. JIM MULLEN 

President, National Emergency Management Association 
Director, Washington Military Department Emergency Management Division 

STATEMENT FOR THE RECORD 
Submitted to the House Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
United States House of Representatives 

Appropriations for the Department of Homeland Security - Fiscal Year 2012 

April 14, 2011 

Introduction 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit this statement for the record regarding the Fiscal Year 
2012 budget for the Department of Homeland Security (DHS). As President of the National 
Emergency Management Association (NEMA) I represent the emergency management directors 
of all 50 states, territories, and the District of Columbia. Members of NEMA are responsible to 
the Governors for myriad responsibilities including emergency preparedness, homeland security, 
mitigation, response, and recovery activities for natural or terrorism-related disasters. 

Emergency Management Performance Grants 

The highest priority for NEMA within the President's request is funding for the Emergency 
Management Performance Grants (EMPG). EMPG assists state and local governments in 
managing a variety of disasters and hazards providing the only source of federal assistance to 
state and local government for all-hazards emergency management capacity building. Grantees 
utilize EMPG funds for personnel, planning, training, exercises, warning systems, public 
outreach, and other essential functions in establishing effective preparedness, mitigation, 
response, and recovery. This program is of considerable economic value to the federal 
government as all federal funds are matched 50-50 by state and local governments. Such a 
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matching requirement increases accountability and supplements the impact of valuable federal 
dollars. 

This year, NEMA fully supports the President's requested funding level of $350 million 
for EMPG. We appreciate the resource constrained environment, but when compared to other 
grant programs, the 50-50 match allows EMPG to stand alone as a worthwhile investment of 
federal funds. In many ways. EMPG offers a cost-savings by allowing states to manage disasters 
which would otherwise need to be addressed by the federal government without the capabilities 
provided through this program. 

Homeland Security Grant Program 

The State Homeland Security Grant Program (SHSGP) provides funds to build capabilities at the 
state and local levels and to implement the goals and objectives included in state homeland 
security strategies and initiatives in the State Preparedness Report. Funding amounts must 
remain at pre-consolidation levels, and these grants must be used in support of building an all- 
hazard capability. We urge the Committee to provide states greater flexibility in use of 
homeland seeurity funds for all-hazards activities. Such flexibility allows the grant funding to be 
utilized by each state according to need, existing resources, and capabilities. This flexibility will 
serve to increase preparedness for all hazards including terrorism. The effort to enhance and 
build the national emergency response system is a national effort and federal resources should 
continue at the current level to maintain effectiveness. As the Committee considers funding for 
the SHSGP, NEMA urges sustained appropriations levels on a multi-year basis to allow for long- 
range planning, maintenance, and implementation. 
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Our membership remains concerned regarding the proposed grant consolidation of 
several programs into the SHSGP account within the President’s request. While in theory the 
proposed combination may appear sound; in practice such consolidation remains impractical. 

The proposed consolidation would bring these grant programs under the required 80-20 funding 
split between state and local governments thereby further diluting these programs where state 
coordination is critical. While FEMA intends to reduce reporting requirements, the proposed 
consolidation would actually have the opposite effect. 

Pre-Disaster Mitigation 

The Administration’s request of $85 million for the Predisaster Mitigation Grant (PDM) Program 
reflects the amount normally available for programmatic activities after Congressionally-directed 
funding has been allocated out of a $100 million appropriation. Since fiscal year 2002, PDM has 
been a competitively awarded grant program. The PDM program continues to be over- 
subscribed as more projects become eligible than can be funded in any given fiscal year at 
present funding levels. 

NEMA supports the President's request of $85 million provided the ban on 
Congressionally-directed funding from the recent reauthorization language is followed. Should 
targeted funding continue to be a part of this program, we would request appropriate funds above 
the $85 million to off-set the programmatic impacts. 

Emergency Operations Centers 

There remains a shortfall in the ability for states to build, retrofit, and upgrade primary and 
alternate Emergency Operations Centers (EOC). According to the 2010 NEMA Biennial Survey, 
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an estimated $398 million in requirements exist to bridge the shortfall. The current EOC Grant 
Program is intended to improve emergency management and preparedness capabilities by 
supporting flexible, sustainable, secure, and interoperable EOCs with a focus on addressing 
identified deficiencies and needs. Fully capable emergency operations facilities at the .state and 
local levels stand as an essential element of a comprehensive national emergency management 
system and are necessary to ensure continuity of operations and continuity of government in 
major disasters caused by any hazard. The continued viability of a strong and robust EOC Grant 
Program remains in the nation's best interest. 

Emergency Management Assistance Compact 

Finally. I wish to address funding for the Emergency Management Assistance Compact 
(EMAC). When states and the U.S. Territories joined together and Congress ratified EMAC 
(Public Law PL- 1 04-321) in 1996. it created a legal and procedural mechanism whereby 
emergency response resources such as Urban .Search and Rescue Teams can quickly move 
throughout the country to meet disaster needs. All 50 states, the District of Columbia, and three 
territories are members of EMAC and have committed their emergency resources in helping 
neighboring states and territories. 

To provide a .sense of EMAC's value in the context of search and rescue, in 2005 the year 
of Flurrieanes Katrina. Rita, and Wilma more than 1.300 search and rescue personnel from 16 
states searched more than 22,300 structures and rescued 6,582 people. EMAC staff stood ready 
to offer support recently during the tsunami threat to Hawaii as well. Fortunately the need for 
mutual aid was never required in Hawaii, but the knowledge it remains available as a state asset 
is invaluable to emergency response officials. 


4 



915 


The capabilities of PiMAC remain sustained by the efforts of all the states and would be 
bolstered by direct support of EMAC. While EMAC currently receives FEMA grant funding, 
fulfilling NEMA's request for a $4 million line item appropriation would codify the program for 
use in future disasters. Please note these funds do not represent an earmark as they provide 
numerous benefits directly to the states. 

As the opportunity is afforded, EMAC intends to develop, maintain, and exercise state 
and regional mutual aid capabilities, train state and local emergency response personnel who 
may be deployed through EMAC, support the development of specialized emergency response 
capabilities among the regions, and ensure EMAC remains a viable resource for the states now 
and in the future. In my opinion, $4 million in federal funds stands as a minimal investment for 
maintaining a proven national emergency response capacity that day-to-day is equipped, trained, 
and ready to provide critical disaster response resources and support between states. All 
members of EMAC rely on this asset as a critical tool in their response and recovery arsenal. 

Conclusion 

Again, I appreciate the opportunity to address these issues critical to the emergency management 
community. This Committee regularly affirms support for ensuring preparedness for our 
nation's vulnerabilities against all-hazards with additional investments in EMPG and EOCs. As 
you develop the Fiscal Year 2012 budget for the Department of Homeland Security, I encourage 
you to utilize our membership as a resource and continue efforts to build a strong and robust 
emergency management baseline in our country. Together, we will carry-on the initiatives so 
thoughtfully developed by this Committee over the years. 1 thank you for the opportunity to 
testify on behalf of NEMA and appreciate your continued partnership. 
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HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY 

April 14, 2011 
ABOUT APTA 


The American Public Transportation Association (APTA) is a nonprofit international 
association of nearly 1,500 public and private member organizations, including transit systems 
and commuter, intercity and high-speed rail operators; planning, design, construction, and 
finance firms; product and service providers; academic institutions; transit associations and state 
departments of transportation. APTA members serve the public interest by providing safe, 
efficient, and economical public transportation services and products. More than ninety percent 
of the people using public transportation in the United States and Canada are served by APTA 
member systems. In accordance with the National Infrastructure Protection Plan, APTA is 
recognized by DHS as serving in the capacity of the Mass Transit Sector Coordinating Council 
(SCO. 

OVERVIEW 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, thank you for this opportunity to 
submit written testimony to the Subcommittee on the Fiscal Year (FY) 2012 funding needs for 
public transportation security within the budgets of the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
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(FEMA) State and Local Grants program, and the Transportation Security Administration (TSA). 
Transportation Sector Network Management (TSNM) Mass Transit Division, and throughout the 
Department of Homeland Security (DUS). APTA urges Congress to increase appropriations for 
the FY 2012 Rail and Public Transportation Security Grants within the FEMA State and Local 
Grants. Past appropriations have not come close to the levels authorized under the Implementing 
Recommendations of the 9/1 1 Commission Act of 2007 (Public Law 1 10-53). We appreciate the 
funding that Congress has provided to date, but at the recent levels, grant allocations to regions, 
and ultimately the awards to the individual transit agencies are inadequate. 

Recent cuts to the public transportation security grant program continue a disappointing 
trend on support for surface transportation security programs. These grants are critical to transit 
agencies in meeting security improvement needs, fransit provides 18 times as many passenger 
trips as aviation, but aviation receives 12 times as much security funding as surface 
transportation security. Spending per passenger for transit security is 4 cents; for aviation it's 
$8.67. Aviation security receives 2 1 5 times as much federal funding per pas.senger as transit. 
Threats to public transportation continue to exist as we were reminded again last week with the 
terrorist bombing of the subway in Minsk, Belarus. Public transportation security investment 
should be increased, not decreased and I urge Congress to find the resources to appropriate to 
levels consistent with those authorized in the 9/1 1 Commission Act. 

GREATER INVESTMENTS IN TRANSIT SECURITY ARE REQUIRED 

Safety and security have always been the top priority of the public transportation 
industiy'. Since 9/1 1, transit systems have taken many steps to further improve security. Public 
transit agencies with state and local governments, have invested billions of dollars on security 
and emergency preparedness programs. While we recognize that as an open public infrastructure 
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there are limitations on what specific steps can be taken to secure transit facilities and operations. 
1 want to emphasize that there are still many steps that must be taken and many security 
improvements that can be made to improve the security of our systems and enhance the safety of 
our nation’s transit riders. 

I have testified on numerous occasions of the well-established and significant risks that 
transportation and public transportation specifically, continue to face. As detailed in APTA’s 
testimony f http://www.apta.com/gaD/testimonv/20l0/Pages/testimonvl00421 .asDx l to the 
subcommittee in 2010, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) and the Mineta 
Transportation Institute have chronicled the history of attacks on public transportation, and the 
members of the subcommittee are certainly well aware of the history of attacks and the thwarted 
plots and continuing investigations that clearly make the case. However, Congress continues to 
look at the issue of transportation security in the rigid structure of agency budget silos. I urge the 
committee to evaluate the modal security needs independent of history or agency budget 
structure. While $5.1 billion in budgetary resources are directed toward aviation security within 
the budget of the TSA, the priority budget for public transportation is within the FEMA State and 
Local programs account. The Transit Security Grant Program (TSGP) is the principal source of 
security assistance for transit agencies and these grant funds can do more to enhance security 
than additional funds directed to the federal agencies. At a level of $250 million in FY201 1, the 
commitment to surface transportation security docs not register a fair comparison, even when 
including the TSA Surface Transportation account and excluding aviation security fees. 
Congress seems to have locked Rail and Public Transportation Security grants into a budgetary 
pattern that is not based in any true evaluation of risk or need. 
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As i have testified previously, a study released by APTA in 2010 showed U.S. transit 
security needs nationwide at $6.4 billion. Despite billions of dollars already invested from 
federal, state and local sources, these needs persist as our understanding of risk, consequence, 
response and recovery has changed, and technology and operational approaches are also different 
today. 

To date, less than half of the $3.4 billion authorized by the 9./1 1 Act for public 
transportation security improvements has been appropriated. In 2010, Americans took more than 
10.2 billion transit trips. People use public transportation vehicles more than 3.5 million times 
each weekday. As previously stated, this is eighteen times the number of daily boardings on the 
nation’s domestic airlines. The consequences of a successful terrorist attack on a single high 
capacity urban rail system during peak travel time will result in a devastating number of fatalities 
and injuries. It will have a crippling affect on the economy of that entire metropolitan area, with 
a potential ripple effect nationwide. We cannot avoid talking about the consequences, as the 
resources are not being dedicated where our needs truly exist. 

TRANSIT SECURITY GRANT PROGRAM STRUCTURE 
We are pleased that many steps have been taken at the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) and TSA to improve the Transit Security Grant Program (TSGP) application 
and award process, and we appreciate the attention that this committee has placed on the 
difficulties inherent in this process. However, we urge your continued oversight and attention to 
opportunities to simplify and streamline the process. We are hopeful that the oversight efforts of 
Congress, which have led to recent reforms in the TSGP grant process, will achieve the desired 
results and expedite the delivery of funds to transit agencies with security improvement needs. 
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FY 2011 TSGP Grant Guidance - It is important that we emphasize here that there exist 
significant concerns among our nation’s transit providers concerning the direction of the draft 
FY 201 1 TSGP Grant Guidance. APTA believes that a proposal to shift the grant program to an 
approach that targets a pre-designated list of specific critical infrastructures is ill advised, and 
would preclude important system-wide security improvements, while also undermining the 
regional collaboration that exists under the current grant program. APTA and its members have 
urged the TSA to reconsider this proposal. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. Chairman, once again we find ourselves calling attention to another major terrorist 
attack against mass transit riders. The deadly bombing of the subway in Minsk, Belarus has left 
security experts confused given the lack of significant ethnic or religious divides, nor history' of 
violent political upheaval. Yet. unknown terrorists chose to set off a bomb in a crowded metro 
station in Minsk last week killing 12 people and wounding more than 150. We urge the 
committee to never forget the several foiled plots against U.S. public transportation systems and 
the attacks on Madrid’s commuter trains, on London’s subways, or the seven bombs on 
Mumbai's commuter trains. Those three international incidents alone resulted in 452 deaths and 
3.000 injuries. We should not ignore those potential incidents that we have been fortunate to 
thwart here in the U.S. and we urge Congress to recognize the need for continued vigilance in 
surface transportation security, by appropriating funds consistent with the levels authorized 
under the 9/i 1 Commission Act, 

1 thank the subcommittee for this opportunity to testify and we look forward to working 
with you and the Congress to advance our mutual goals of safety and security for the traveling 
public. 
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